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PREFACE 


An announcement was made long ago, in the 
Grundriss der Indo-arischen Philologie, of a treatise 
on Sanskrit Poetics and Metrics from the able pen 
of Professor Hermann Jacobi, which would perhaps 
have rendered the writing of this work superflu- 
ous. On being informed, however, that the learned 
Professor has now abandoned the project of writing 
it, I have ventured to set forth, in the following 
pages, the results of some of my researches in the 
subject, with the hope of drawing the attention of 
scholars to a discipline which has not yet been 
systematically investigated, but which, forming as 
it does the foundations of a study of Classical 
Sanskrit Poetry, is not without its importance in 
the genera] history of Sanskrit liteafctffre. These 
investigations were originally embocKra in my thesis 
for the Doctorate of the University of London 
(1921) ; but the present publication* though not 
altogether divested of the form of a dissertation, 
has been so considerably altered, re-written and 
supplemented that it may be taken as an entirely 
new work. 


My original intention was to write a comprehen- 
sive history of Sanskrit Poetics ; but in the course 
of my studies I realised. that the available materials 
were not enough for such an ambitious undertaking. 
In the fallowing pages, however, I have attempted 
to approach the subject from the historical point 
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of view, instead of presenting a mere epitome ot the 
[different topics of Alamkara, as Regnaud’s Rhetorique 
Sanskrite (1884) does. Presuming a general know- 
ledge of the details of Sanskrit Poetics, which 
may be gathered from any standard text-book or 
even from Regnaud’s useful resume, and taking the 
representative writers (and, as far as necessary, the 
neglected commentators and so-called minor writers), 
I have made an attempt to trace the development 
of the discipline through its fairly long and varied 
course of history which covers more than a thousand 
years. The first volume of the work, therefore, 
deals with the preliminary but important question 
of chronology and sources, on the basis of which 
the second volume proceeds to set forth the history 
through its divergent systems and theories. 

Although the subject possesses great interest 
and importance, workers in the field cannot be said 
to be too^umerous. Since Biihler’s memorable 
discovery (l877)Vi* Kashmir of the bulk of the old 
forgotten Alaipkara literature, the devoted enter- 
prise, however, of a small but excellent band of 
scholars has brought to light and given us useful 
editions of most of the important texts, besides 
collecting a great deal of valuable information on 
the subject. There can/be no doubt that much yet 
remains to be done in this direction, but these 
additions to our knowledge have shed so much light 
on the whole subject that little room is left for mere 
guess-work with regard to the general theme, and 
the historical method may be tentatively applied 
to a systematic presentation.' It is now* clear that 
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the works on Alamkara are not sporadic or isolated 
productions, but constitute an extensive literature, 
ranging over a fairly long period of time, and em-. 
bodying, with an abstruse technique and ingenious 
theories, a systematic discipline which possesses 
an interesting course of history. 

It is needless to say that I have made, as the 
references will indicate, a careful use of the. accumu- 
lated but scattered labours of previous workers, 
supplementing them with my own studies. But as 
some of the problems still require elucidatiop, while 
the proffered solutions in some cases have not 
received recognition, I have taken the opportunity 
of re-examining the disputed points, re-arranging 
the available data and re-thinking the entire subject. . 
I have, however, avoided useless discussions as much 
as possible, confining myself to stating my own view 
and leaving it to speak for itself. Regarding 
questions of chronology, I have made exte nsive use of 
the chronological materials scatteVed^nroughout the 
various reports, journals, catalogues §md notices of 
Sanskrit MSS. I have also enjoyed the privilege 
of utilising the manuscript-materials in the India 
Office, British Museum and elsewhere ; and I take 
this opportunity of expressing my obligations to 
the authorities concerneckfor extending this privilege 
to me. My thanks are also due to Dr. Ganganath 
Jha. for getting the entire MS of Abhinavagupta’s 
bulky commentary on Bharata copied for my use, 
and to Dr. Thomas and the Curator of Madras 
Government Oriental MSS Library, as well as to, 
my frigid and colleague Pandit Anantakrsna Sastrl, 



for procuring for me transcripts of the rare MSS of 
Abhinava’s Locantt IV and Kuntala’s Vakrdldi- 
.jlvita. With the help of these transcripts I have 
been able to publish the texts of the last two works ; 
and I have also in contemplation an edition of 
Abhinava’s erudite commentary on Bharata, if I ! 
can collect sufficient materials towards it. 

Iu this work I have confined myself to Sanskrit 
Poetics and have not taken into consideration the 
numerous vernacular works on the subject which, 
together with the theme of Dramaturgy which I 
have also omitted, deserve more room for a detailed 
and separate treatment. The Bibliographies, which 
are meant to supply information about editions and 
MSS of texts and commentaries, do not pretend to 
be exhaustive • but it is hoped that no useful or 
important point has been overlooked. Instead of 
merely repeating the entries oT different MSS in 
Aufrecht (^s Dr. Haricand Sastri does), I have, in 
compiling theses Economised space by simple referen- 
ces to his indis arable Catalogue Catalogorum, at 
the same time consulting the original catalogues 
when necessary and the original MSS when available, 
and correcting in this way what seemed to me wrong, 
misleading or superfluous entries. I have also tried 
to supplement theiji by entries from catalogues and 
reports published after the date of Aufrecht’s monu- 
mental work. 

A word of explanation may be deemed necessary 
regarding the use of the term “Poetics” to designate 
a half-theoretical and h alf-prac tical discipline which 
is known in Sanskrit as the d. lavnkava-^astra, or 
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the Sahitya-mstra. Prof. Jacobi, who seems to 
have been the first to make this term current, has 
sufficiently explained its scope in ZD MG lvi, 1902, ' 
p. 393, fn 1. It may be remarked that the commonly 
used term “Rhetoric” is inadequate in explaining 
the standpoint of a study which includes a great 
deal more than a mere practical treatment of rhetoric- 
al categories ; while the expression “Aesthetics” 
is misleading in this connexion, inasmuch as the 
theoretical scope of Alamkara is not fully eo-extensive 
with what is expressed by that term in modern 
philosophical studies. 

There remains for me now the pleasant duty of 
recording the manifold encouragement and help I 
have received in the course of these labours. I am 
greatly obliged to some scholars for their kind and 
prompt reply to my queries, especially to the late 
Professor Rhys Davids, and to Professors Keith 
and Jacobi. On learning that I was stmiy^g Sanskrit 
Poetics, Prof. Jacobi evinced a gkmine interest in 
my work and encouraged me with suggestions from 
his expert knowledge of the subject. 'After I had 
finished my work in England, he invited me very 
kindly to Bonn, where I had the privilege of working 
with him and prosecuting these studies further, as 
well as of enjoying his genial friendship and hospit- 
ality. I had then the opportunity of laying the 
rough outlines of this modest work before that veteran 
scholar and profiting by his criticism. I must also 
thank Dr. Thomas of the India Office Library for 
his keen interest in my work and for his uniform 
courtesy and kindness in rendering me all facilities 
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I required. I cannot also omit acknowledging my 
obligations to Sir E. Denison Ross for his many 
acts of kindness during the time I studied at the 
London Sehool of Oriental Studies. I am also deep- 
ly grateful to Dr. L. D. Barnett, under whom I 
worked in the same School and with whom it was 
always a pleasure to work, for his goodness in watch- 
ing the progress of this essay and reading patiently 
through its first draft, as well as for his unwearied 
help, kind sympathy and steady encouragement. 
It is a pleasure and privilege also to return my heart- 
felt thanks to many friends in England, Germany 
and elsewhere, whose kind words of sympathy never 
failed to cheer me in a foreign land. 

In a work like this, errors, both of omission and 
commission, are hard to escape ; all suggestions for 
correction or improvement will,, therefore, be thank- 
fully received. To avoid unnecessary delay in 
printing ^Kd^ransmission of proofs, the book had to 
be printed inYlndia ; but those who are acquainted 
with the cohdraons of printing here will realise its 
difficulties and condone its imprefections. Although 
care has been taken to make this work free from 
errors of pen and print (and in this connexion I must 
thank the promptness and zeal of the Calcutta 
Oriental Press), 4 few obvious but unwelcome mis- 
prints and slips, especially with regard to diacritical 
marks, have unfortunately crept in, for which I 
express my apology to the generous reader. 


Calcutta 

May 15, 1923. 


s. k. m 
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I BEGINNINGS 

( i ) 


There is an interesting passage in the Kavya- 
mlmamsd in which Rajasekhara, while giving us a 

somewhat fanciful account of the divine origin of 

— ■ ■ • ^ © 

Poetics, mentions at the same time the names of the 
supposed original exponents of the discipline. It 
is said that the Spirit of Poetry (kavya-purusa), 
born of the Goddess of Learning ( sarasvati ), was 
set by the Self-existent Being to promulgate the 
study of Poetics in the three worlds ; and he related it 
in eighteen adhikaranas to his seventeen will-born 
pupils. These divine sages, in their turn, ^ are said to 
have composed se'parats treatise^ oii'^the portions 
respectively learnt by them. Thus ^ahasraksa wrote 
on kavi-rahasya , Uktigarbha on auktika, Suvanja- 
nabha on riti, Pracetayana on atmprasa, Citrahgada 
on yamaka and citra , £esa on mbda-slesa, Pulastya 
on vdstava, Aupakayana on upama, Parasara on 
a tim ya, Utathya on arth&-slesa, Kubera on ubhayd- 
lamkara, Kamadeva on vamodika , Bharata on rapaka 
Nandikesvara on rasa, Dhisana on dosa, Upamanyu 
on guna and Kucainara on aupanisadika. This ten- 
dency on the part of a Sanskrit author towards 
glorifying his science and thereby investing it with 
an ancient, unalterable authority is not unusual, and 
such legendary accounts are often fabricated where 
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the actual origin is forgotten j but it is curious that 
we do not meet with them elsewhere in Alamkara 
literature, although they find expression in Bharata 
and in Vatsyayana with regard to the origin of the 
allied disciplines of Dramaturgy and Erotics respec- 
tively. The historical value of this passage of Ra ja- 
sekhara may, indeed, be well doubted ; but it is 
possible that this unique account, apart from its 
obviously mythical garb, embodies a current tradition, 
implying the actual existence, at some remote and 
forgotten period, of early expounders of poetic theory, 
some of whose names are still familiar, but most of 
whose works have apparently perished. Thus Su- 
varnanabha and Kucamara (or Kucumara) are also 
cited with reverence by the author of the Kama-mira 
(I. 1. 13, 17), both of them as authorities on Erotics, 
but the latter especially as well-versed in the parti- 
cular subject of aupanisadika, which is thus included 
in Erotics as weM as in Poetics. 1 The present-day 
text of the Nay, h-sastra, which goes by the name of 
Bharata, deals in an encyclopaedic manner with vari- 
ous topics, but Bharata is well known, as described by 
Rajas'ekhara, as an authority on rupaka. No work of 
Nandikesvara on rasa has yet been discovered ; but 
his name is associated with, a number of works, mostly 
late compilations, on erotics, music, histrionic art, 
grammar and i antra . 2 

1 Cf. Journal of the Department of Letters, Calcutta Univer- 
sity, iv p. 95. 

2 Aufrecht i 276, ii 59, iii 206. The writer, on Erotics 
is cited as' Nandlsvara in Pahca-sTiyaka (Bik. ”533, Peter- 



BEGINNINGS 


3 


This traditional account may lead one to make 
the tempting suggestion of a very early systematic 
investigation of rhetorical issues but for the serious 
difficulty that there is hardly any. material in the 
ancient literature itself to enable us to trace the 
origin of Poetics to a very remote antiquity. The 
Alamkara-sasfcra is never mentioned among the ortho- 
dox disciplines which constitute the so-called vedd - 
ngm, nor do we meet with any passage in the Vedic 
Samhitds, Brdhmanas or the earlier Upanisads in 
which we may find a real basis for a system of Poet- 

son ii no), whom Aufrecht is inclined to identify with 
Nandin quoted by Vatsyayana ( 1. 1.8 ) ; but the name Nandi- 
kesvara is given in Rati-rahisya ( A Bod 218a, Schmidt 
Ind. Erotik 19 11 pp. 46, 59). The work on histrionic art, 
attributed to Nandikesvara, is known as A bhinaya-darpana 
( ed. Poona 1874. MSS: IOC 3028, 3090 ; Oppert i 16, 930, 
2503, 7264, ii 450, 2205, 5473 ; Burnell 436 ; Sp 8 ii 304 ; 
IVRAS 109 ; Madras Cat . 12980-85 ). Nandikesvara is better 
known as an authority on music, and Ns cited as one of 
his sources by Sarngadeva ( 13th century ) in his Samglta - 
ratnlkara ( I. 1. 17 ) and by his commentator Kallinatha p. 
47. Works on music attributed to Nandikesvara are : Nandi- 
kesvara <nate Tilddhylya in Weber VJ2~) } and Bharat trnava 
Andk ra-tykl-sahita ( Madras Cat. 13006-08), supposed to be a 
condensed version of Nandikes\*ara’s work by Sumati, treating 
of dramatic gestures and tala, f his probably explains why the 
last chapter in the existing version of Bharata’s Ndtya-sdstra 
(ed. Kavyamala) is designated mndi-bharata-savygita-pustaka. 
The other names mentioned by Rujasekhara cannot be conno- 
ted with works, actual or traditional, on Poetics or kindred 
topics. Curiously enough, an Alaaikura-satra, consisting of 75 
sutras, is ascribed to Vatsyayana himself in Hultzsch 269. 
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ics. The word upania, for instance, is found as . 
early as the Rg-veda (V. 34. 9 ; I. 31. 15), and Sayana 
explains it in the sense of upamana (as in Panin i 
II. 3. 72) or drstdnta ; but there is nothing unusual 
in this use of the general idea of similitude, which 
need not be interpreted as having a particular specula- 
tive significance. It is conceded, on the authority 
of Yaska and Panini, that the conception of upatna or 
similitude considerably affected the Vedic language 
as well as its accent ; but beyond this grammatical 
or philological interest, there is no indication of a 
dogma, much less of a theory, of Poetics in the Vedic 
times. Nor should undue emphasis be laid on the 
,tie ^of poetic figures in Vedic literature ; for between 
fife unconscious employment of figures of speech 
and the conscious formulation of a definite system, 
there must necessarily be a long step. 

( 2 ) 

The first ‘evidence of a definite, if somewhat crude, 
activity in this direction is traceable in the Nighantu 
and Nirukta. From the investigation of the pecu- 
liarities of the general form of language, which began 
early, attention was apparently directed to the 
analysis of the poetic forms of speech ; but the 
question was still regarded entirely from the linguistic 
point of view. The term alamkara in the technical 
sense does not occur in the Nirukta, but Y&ska uses 
the word alamkarimu in the general sense of ‘one 
Jin the habit of adorning’, which P&quni explains in 
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III. 2. 136 and which is apparently the meaning of 
the word occuring in the Satapatha Brahmana 
(xiii. 8. 4. 7 ; iii. 5. 1. 36), and in the Chandogya 
Upanisad (viii. 8. 5). But in the Nighantii iii 13, 
a list is given of particles of comparison relating to 
the Vedic npama, comprising twelve varieties, which 
are illustrated in the Niruktci i 4, iii 13-18 and 
ix 6. Six of these varieties, viz., those indicated 
by the particles iva, yatha, net , cit, nu and a, are 
discussed in connexion with Yilska s treatment of 
npamdrthe nipdtas or particles indicative of compari- 
son (i 4), and partly included in what he designates 
as karma pa'mtt in iii 15. Then Yaska mentions 
Ihtitdjpamd , in which the upamita becomes the upa~ 
mana in character, and rtipopama, where the upamita 
resembles the upamdna in point of form. The fourth 
variety occurs where the particle 'yatlia is used. 
Then comes siddhapanw, in which the standard of 
comparison is well established. and known’ to surpass 
every other object in a particular Quality or act, and 
is characterised by the suffix vat. ^Th6 last variety 
is luptdpamii or suppressed simile, aleo called artlio- 
pamd (equivalent to the rapaket of latei theorists), 
which is illustrated in iii 18 (also ix 6), where 
the example is given of the popular application of the 
terms simha and vyaghra *n a laudatory and svan and 
kaka in a derogatory sense. The term upamgna 
itself is used by Yaska, but only to denote these 
particles of comparison (vii 31). The significance 
of comparison in general is also referred to in 

i 19, ii . 
dentally 


6, iii 5, iv 11, v ll anci vn ltj. mci- 
YiWka quotes (iii 13), M 
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Qi^yas definition of npama 1 , which is important 
from our point of view. As explained by Durga- 
earya, it lays down that npama occurs when an object 
which is dissimilar is reckoned, through similarity, 
with an object having similar attributes 2 . It also 
states as a general rule that the standard of com- 
parison should be superior in merit and better known 
than the object of comparison ; but the reverse case 
is also admitted and illustrated (iii 14-15) by two 
examples from the Jlg-vcda. The definition, topwide 
as it is, recalls Marmnatas similar dictum, and un- 
doubtedly establishes a very early, but more or less 
definite, conception of the poetic npama . 

By the time of Pftnini, this conception of npama 
seems to have been tacitly recognised, and we find 
him using in this connexion the technical terms 
upamana 3 , upamita 4 and samanya 5 as well as 
general expressions like tipama 6 (used in the sense of 
the rhetorician’s upa mana ), aupamya 7 , npamdrthe 8 

1 athaia ppaifx yad atat tat-sad^am iti gargyah, tad 
m n i karma jyayasl vl gunena prakhyttamena vU kanlylm- 
sam vdprakhyathm, vopamimW thapi kaniyasU jylymxsam. 

2 evam a'tat tat-svarupena gunena guna-satmnyad 
upmmyate tty evam gargy deary o many ate, 

3 II. i. 55 ; HI. i. IO , 2 . ; t 9, 4. 45 ; y. 4. 97, 137 ; VI. 1. 

204, 2. 2, 72, 80, 1^7, 145, 169. 

4 II. 1. 56. 

5 lb I- 55 ! II. 4- 5 ; VIII. 1 . 74 . 

6 II. 3. 72. 

7 1 . 4 . 74 ; IV. 1.69; VI, 2. 1 13. 

8 VIII. 2. 101. 
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aud mdi'sya 1 . It is noteworthy that iu nearly fifty 
sTitras distributed all over his work, Panini incident- 
ally discusses, from the grammarian’s point of view, 
the influence of the conception of comparison on the 
language, in the varied dominion of affixes, including 
case aud feminine suffixes, krt, taddhita and samgsdnta 
terminations 2 , in the making of compounds 3 and in 
. accent 4 . The same influence is also , traceable in the 
idea of at idem, a term which is not used by Paiiini 
himself but which is made clear by his commentators, 
and which may be translated as ‘extended application 

by analogy dr similarity’. Katyayana, in several 

vartti&as 5 6 , follows Panini in noting the same influence 
of the idea of similitude, while Santa nava in his Phil- 
stitrg, discusses it in connexion with accentuation.® 
In the Mahdbhdsya on II. 1. 55, Patanjali has defined 
aud illustrated Panim’s use of the term apamdna. A 
mdna or measure, he says is that which is employed 
iu ascertaining a thing unknown ; iipatnaua is approxi- 
mate to the mancc and determines the thing not abso- 
lutely (but approximately), e.g., when we say ‘a gavaya 
is like a cow’ 7 . Strictly speaking, a writer on Poetics 
will not accept the example adduced by Patanjali as 

i II. i. 6 7 ; VI. 2. ii. 

3 l. 4. 79 ; If. 3. 72 ; II?, 1. 10, 2. 79, 4. 45; IV. 1. 69, 
4. 9 ; V. 1. 115-16, 2. 39, 3. 96, 106, 4. 97, 137. 

3 II. 1. 7, 31, 55-6 ; VI. 2. it. 

4 "V. 1. 18 ; VI. 1. 204, 2. 2, ii, 72 ) 113, 127, 145, 

169 etc. 

5 on L. 3. 21 ; II. 1. 55, 2. 24, 4. 71 I HI. 1. 10 etc. 

6 e.g. II. 16, IV. 18. 

7 Manam hi ndinCmirjMta-fMndrthain upaefoyatf nirj - 
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an instance of poetic upamd 1 , inasmuch as the 
characteristic charmingness essential in a poetic 
figure is wanting in such a plain expression ; but 
this grammatical analysis of the general idea of com- 
parison is an early and near approach to the technical 
conception of Poetics . 3 


( ^ ) 


A special interest attaches to these rules of Panini 
and the dicta of early grammarians, inasmuch as they 
form the basis of what may be termed the gram- 
matical sub-division of the figure upama into direct 
(srauti) and indirect (drthi) simile as well similes 
based on krt and taddldta suffixes, recognised as early 
as Udbliata’s time. Thus the authority for the ismiiti 
upama, in which the notion of comparison is conveyed 
by particles like yathd, iva, vd or by the suffix vat, 
when vat is equivalent to iva , is supposed to be based 
on two rules of Panini (V. 1. 115-1G), which lay down 
that the suffix vat is applied to the standard of com- 
parison in the* locative or genitive case and takes the 
place of the case-ending and iva, as well as to a noun 
which should otherwise be in the instrumental case in 
the sense of tena tulya (like that), if the similarity 
consists in an action and not in quality. Thus we get 

fiatam ' artham jMsyUnilti, tat-saimpe yan nCityantTiya 
mimitc tad npaimnam , gour iva gavaya iti , ed. Kielhorn 
I P- 397- 

b I go-sadno gavaya iti nopanui, Citr. mint. p. 6/ 

2 The conception of upama appears to be fully established 
in Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya, e .g. i. 63 . 
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the forms mathuravat ( = mathurdydm ioa) paiaUi- 
putre prakarah, caitravat ( — caitrasya iva) maitrmya 
gavah, as well as brahmanaoad ( = brahnanena tidy and) 
adlute, but not caitravat krmh. In the same way, 
we have compounded simile like kumbJuioica tlainm, 
according to the varttika {poena samaso tiuhaklua- 
lopah ) oil Panini II. 4. 71, which is, therefore, taken 
as an instance of compounded direct simile {samasagd 
sraatl upamd ). Similarly, the ending kyac. accord- 
ing to Panini III. 1. 10, is applied to a noun in the 
objective case, which is expressive of upamana, in the 
sense of ‘behaviour’ {acara), and gives us a simile in 
phrases like pauram janam sutiyasi ■ while the next 
rule of Panini lays down that the suffix kyaii may be 
applied to a noun in the nominative case in the sense 
of ‘behaving like’ and forms the basis of a simile in 
such expressions as lac a sada ramaniyate snA. It is 
needless to cite more examples, for this will bo suffi- 
cient to indicate that some of the speculations on 
poetic speech can be traced back to the early gram- 
matical analysis of the same ideas, as well as the fact 
that even in the age of Panini, some hf these con- 
ceptions appear to have been well established and to 
have considerably influenced his enquiry. It must be 
admitted that these tentative sallies of the gram- 
marians are not definite • enough to indicate the 
existence jof a s yst em, but the stock of notions, thus 
indirectly relating to Poetics, though not large, yet 
throws an interesting l igh t on tlm .genesis..., of later 
speculaljops on poetic speech. 

If any deduction is permissible from the name 
‘AJarpk&ra’ (lit. embellishment) given to the disci- 
2 
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pline as well as from the contents of the earliest exis- 

# 

ting works on the subject, it will appear that the 
Science started a p ost eriori out of the very practical 
object of analysing poetic embellishments of speech 
with a view to prescribe definite rules of composition ; 
but it cannot be doubted that it received a great im- 
petus from the highly developed enquiry into the 
forms of language made by the grammarians. Fronl 
internal evidence as well as from the testimony, which 
admits of little doubt, of some of the ancient authori- 
ties on Poetics, it is clear that the theoretical back- 
ground of the discipline was, to some extent, founded 
on the philosophical speculations on linguistics, so that 
Grammar, one of the oldest and soundest sciences of 
India, was its god-father and helped it towards ready 
acceptance. Anandavardhana speaks of his own system 
as being based on the authority on the grammarians, to 
whom he pays an elegant tribute as the first and fore- 
most thinkers (; prat home hi vidoamso vaiyakaranah, 
vyakarana-mulatvkt saroa-oidyanam , p. 47) ; while 
Bhamaha, one of the earliest known formulators of 


poetic theory/ not only devotes one whole chapter to 
the question of grammatical correctness — a procedure 
which is followed by Varna ua — but also proclaims 
openly the triumph of the views of Panini (vi 63). 
Apart from such details as the li ngui stic an aly si s of 


th e idea of comparison referred to above, it can be 
easily shown "that some of the fundamental concep- 
tions of poetic theory, relating to speech in general, 


are avowedly based on the views of the grammarians 


to the exclusion of other schools of opinion. T^bus 
the question whether the convention (saniketa)j \Vbere- 
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by the expressed meaning of a word ( abhidha ) is to be 
understood, is accepted by a reference to the "views of 
the grammarians on this point. The grammarians 
hold, in opposition to the Naiyayikas, Saugatas and 
Mimamsakas, that the import of a word is either jati, 
dr any a, kriyd or gun a, as expressed by the dictum 
pfttustnyl sabdctnam pravrttih, cited from the Maha- 
1 bhdsyci 1 byMukula (p. 4) and Mammata (Svp. p. 2.) 
Indeed, the whole analysis of the two functions of 
word and its sense, called abhidha and lakmnd^ f are 
borrowed from the grammatieo-philosophical ideas 
already elaborated by the grammarians ; and even the 
new aesthetic system of Anandavardhana, in establish- 
ing the third function of \r][ahjana attempts to seek 
an authority for its theory on the analogy of the quasi- 
grammatical theory o f .pJtoia, w h i eh is associated with 
the name of the pre-paninian grammarian Sphotayana, 

and which we find fully developed in the Vdkyapadlya. 

• 

( ^ ) 


Some of these ideas, again, are more or less re- 
cognised in the different philosophical systems, which 

concern themselves with sabda or speech in general, 
— — — — - • — - 

1 I have not been able to trace this sentence in the 
M ahabhasya, but its purport has been sufficiently explained 
at the #ery commencement of that work. Cf. also Kuniara- 
sambhava ii 17, where this view is clearly mentioned, ah 
though Mallinatha would explain the cntu*{ay\ pravrtti 
with, reference to the four vivaria s of vie. 

2 Cf, Mahubhasya on VIII. I- 13 
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in connexion with the question of scriptural revel- 
ation and interpretation. The theory of sphota, 
which, however, has only a far-fetched relation to 
Poetics, has also its significance in some systems of 
philosophy ; and the idea of manifestation, implied in 
the vyaujana-vrtti, which consists not in the express- 
ion of something new but in the manifestation of 
something already existing, is not altogether un- 
familiar to Indian speculation. A similar train of 
thought meets us in the Samkhya idea of causation 
(i 117 - 18 ), in which the effect is not produced but 
is already comprehended in the cause and therefore 
can only become manifest. We find another analogy 
in tho general idea of the Vednntin’s mokset or libera- 
tion, which consists of a condition, not to be produced 
but to be made manifest or realised, by the removal 
of enveloping obstacles. 1 The theory relating to the 
other two functions of words (abhidha and laksana), 
which play such an important part in poetic specula- 
tion, had already engaged the attention, not only 
of the philosophical grammarians, but also of the 
philosopher^ themselves, especially the Naiyayikas 
and the Mimamsakas. The Naiyayikas, for instance, 
hold that by denotation (abhidha) of a word, we 
understand not only the individual (mjakti J, but also 

i It is noteworthy that the Vedanta-sutra makes a direct 
use of the ter m r up aka i n the technical sense ( I. 4. 1 ), upon 
which Appayya Dlksita remarks : bhagavata bada^pyanena 
" nanumanikam apyekesHm iti cen na 6a rira-rllpaka-vinyasta- 
gr filter ddrhayati ca" iti sarlraka-sUtre rUpakam °angikrtam 
( Citr. mini. p. 54 ed. Kdvyaniala. 1907). cf also V eddnta sWra 
iii. 2. 18. 
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the genus (jati) and the quality fguna) 1 ; while the 
Mlmatiisakas maintain that it signifies primarily. 
( jati), and the vyakti is understood by implication 
( aksepa ) through its inseparable connexion with 
jati . 1 2 The Nyaya-satra, again, gives an exhaust- 
ive list of the relations through which a word may 
be used in a secondary sense, the idea of secondary 
sense, variously called gamut , bhakta , lakmmka or 
anpacarika artha, being tacitly admitted in almost all 
the systems. 3 Indeed, the theories of Poetics on these 
points are considerably mixed up with the doctrines 
of the Nyfiya and Mlma msa schools ; and even 
Bhilmaha’s early work devotes a considerable space to 
the discussion of the logic of poetry and the express- 
ive functions of words. 

We shall note in its proper place the i n (li cence of 
the Nyaya, Samkhya and Vedanta doctrines on the 
poetic theory of ram ; but it may be pointed out here 
that the conception of upama (her$ termed upama na ), 
by which is implied the general idea yi analogy, .ojc 
co mpa rison, plays an importaiit .part in the different 
philosoph ical sys tems in the discussion of the nature 
and criterion of knowledge. The Maitri TJpanisad. for 
instance, treats of th ree p ramanas £ viT o, 14 ). viz., 
perception, (drsta or pratyaksaj , inference flinga or 
anumanaj and analogy ( upama or upamana) . Kanada 
and Kapila, no doubt, reject analogy as an indepen- 


1 Nyiiya-sJZtra II. 2. 68 

2 flurva-tnimamsii I. 3. 33 ff. 

3 Vedifoita-svitra II.3.16, III. 1.7 > -Nyaya-sutra II. 2.64, 
also 1 . 2 . i_i, 14, 15 ; Samkhya-sntra V 67 etc. x .. , . 
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dent and authoritative evidence ; but the Naiyayikas 
admit it, the purpose served by it being, in their 
opinion, the perception of a likeness in an object not 
perceived before. Vatsyayana, commenting on 1. 1.3, 
defines it in terms almost similar to those used in the 
already quoted passage from the Mahabhasya, 1 as 
swmpyci-manam upamanam. According to the Naiyayi- 
kas, therefore, the object 'attained by analogy or 
upamana consists in the recognition of the con- 
nexion between the appellation and the thing de- 
signated by it, and thus it forms the very foundation 
of expression. The idea of atidem-vakya reappears as 
the means of analogical cognition, i. e t , as a helper of 
the actual perception of similarity between the well- 
known and the novel object at the first sight of the 
latter. The co-operation of the upamana is also main- 
tained to be essential in syllogistic reasoning, where it 
appears in the form of the syllogistic factor, called 
upandya (1.1.32) or statement of the minor premise. 
A relic of this idea of upamana survives in Poetics in 
the treatment of Bhoja (iii 50), who distinguishes 
the figure upamd from the figure upamana , although 
this view finds no supporter except Appayya Dlksita, 
who adopts upamana as a separate poetic figure. 1 2 3 
It is needless to dilate more on this point ; but 

1 P. 7 ante. 

2 Kuvalay. ed. N. S. P. 1913 p. 174. Nagesabhat|| takes 

it as included in the figure upania. itself, and Vamana appears 
to deal with one of its varieties (viz., atumuiAUta-vimya) as an 
instance of what he calls tattvakhvanbpama or descriptive 
simile (IV. 2. 7). 
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the idea of upamdna, together with that of atulesa , 
is similarly dealt with by the Mlmariisakas. They, • 
however, consider that the upamdna refers to an object, 
already familiar to us, as being similar to another 
object which is seen for the first time ; or in the 
words of Upavarsa. quoted by Sabarasvamin, the 
upamdna or analogy, being similarity, produces an 
idea respecting an object that is not present, just as 
the sight of a gavaya revives the memory of a cow . 1 

( 5 ) 


Although these speculations have an indirect 
bear ing on Poetic s and might have suggested and 
helped tq deyelop some of its* fundamental theories, 
they cannot be taken as a definite basis of any deduc- 
tions as to the antiquity of the discipline itself. It 
is striking indeed that we have no ^direct or indirect 
reference to Poe tics as a sdstra in eayly texts, al- 
though at the end of the 9th century Rajasekhara 
speaks of a tradition which makes it the seventh 
anga. Poetics is omitted in the enumeration of the 
different branches of study in the well-known passage 
in the Chdndogya TJpamqajl (VII. 1 . ‘ 2 . 4*, ed. Boht- 
lingk). Apastambha (II. 4, 11 ), speaks of the usual 
six an gas, but Yajnavalkya (i 3) enumerates in all 
fourteen mstras, to which the Visnupurdna adds four 
more, in which Poetic is not mentioned at all. In a 

*> — — — — * — ■■■■ ■ 

I upaniUnam api sadrsyam ii‘Sa n n tkrstd fthe buddhhn 
utpadayati, yatlm gavaya-datsanam go-smaranaUi, on I. i. 15 . 
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similar list in the La l'Ua-ms lara 1 , there is a reference 
•to k~wy<i~karam-grantha and rntya, which may be 
taken to imply Poetics and Dramaturgy respectively, 
but the designation ‘Alamkara’ is not met with until 
we come to Sukra-ifdi which includes it, in compauy 
with Artha-sastra, Kama-sastra and Silpa-sastra, 
among thirty-two different ms Iras. It has been 
pointed out by Rhys Davids 2 that the old Pali 
texts, Angultara ( i 72, iii 107 ) and Samyukta 
( i 38, ii 3(17 ), there are references to a similar 
study. These passages are interesting historically as 
being opposed to the sciouce, but they do not 
expressly or by implication mention it as Alamkara- 
sastra. 3 

It seems likely, therefore, that Poetics as a techni- 
cal discipline must have been of comparatively late 
origin, and probably began to develop in the first few 
centuries eff the Christian era. 4 With the flo'urish- 
£ 

1 Ed. Lcfmann l p. 156. 

2 In a letter to me dated 24. 2. 1921. 

3 In Kautilya’s Artha-mstra there is a chapter devoted 
to the procedure of writing msanas, where mention is made 
of arthakrama , paripTtrnatTi, imdhurya,au(Uryq, and spadatva 
as excellences which should be attained. These do not 
correspon d to the gunas defined in earlier Alamkara-works, 
but pe rha ps represent the common-sense view of the matter-. 

4 Patau ja li refers to a large number of poetical w ork s 

(ed. Kielhorn I 283, 340, 426, 444 ; II 34, 102, 119,1^7, 3 1 3, 
315 ; III 143, 338 etc.) , which fact apparently indicates a con- 
siderable poetical activity in his age, preluding a systematic 
investigation of poetic principles ; but there is no reference 
to Alamkara literature ip his time. 
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ing of Sanskrit learning and literature in the 4 th and 
5th centuries under the Gupta Emperors, its develop- 
ment probably proceeded apace. Buhler’s epigraphical 
r esea rches 1 have confirmed the indication, first given 
by Lassen, as regards the development of Sanskrit., 
teyq-style in this period, and it may be taken as 
the prelude t o a r hetorical activity which bore rich 
fruit in the Hth and 9th centuries in s yst ematic in- 
. v estigations of poetic ^principles. His examination of 
the e ar ly in scriptions, not only proves the existence of 
a body of highly elaborate prose and metrical writings 
in the Mvya-stylc duriug the first five centuries A.D., 
but it also establishes the presumption that most of 
these ^ pramsi i-wviters were “acquainted with the 
rules of Indian poetics’’ 2 . Bidder attempts to show 
that the manner in which these writers conform to the 
rules of Alamkara, crystallised in the oldest available 

manuals like those of Bliamaha and Dandin, would 
* . • 
go to indicate ‘‘the existence of an^Alamkara-sastra 

or some theory of poetic art” 3 . 

Prom this period of 'time, we get more or less 
definite indications of the existence of •doctrines of 
Poetics in the Zwya-literature itself. In the two 

A. 

1 Die Indischen Insckriften , trans. I A xiii, pp. 29b 

2 Ibid, p. 146. • 

3 p.243. This conclusion is, to some extent, supported 
by a passage in the Girnar inscription itself (2nd century 
A. D.), which contains a reference to “prose and poetry 
embellished (with poetic figures) and rendered attractive by 
poetic contentions and expressions which are clear, light, 
pleasing, varied and charming” {spituta-lag hu-madhura-citra- 
kmta-8abda~samaybMv<Uamkyta-gadya-padyd) El viii p. 44 . 

8 
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earlier epics, no doubt, some of the more general 
terms of Alamkara (like upamd, kdvya, ndtaka, katha 
;wid dkhydyikd) are used, but no chronological 
conclusion is safe from the admittedly composite 
character of the present-day texts. But in the 
BuddhacarUa of Asvaghosa, as Cowell notes, we 
have the use of common poetic figures like upamu, 
utpreksd or rTipaka , as well as of elaborate ones like 
yathorsamkhya and ap rets tu ta -p> ra san t sd in an ingeni- 
ous way, which presumably betrays an acquaintance 
with the teachings of Poetics. The very first verse 
uses the word upamd in a some what technical sense, 
and we have also in hi 51 the use of the term rysdniara 
to indicate a counter-emotion which cancels an already 
prevailing one. Cowell, therefore, is justified in re- 
marking that a peculiar interest attaches to such 
poems “from their importance in establishing Prof. 

J3.uhior ? s views as to the successful cultivation, in 
N orthernTndia, of artificial poetry and rhetoric — kavya 
and alamkara — ifi the early centuries of our era.” 
This remark applies with greater force to the works 
of Kalidasa, which appear with all the polish and per- 
fection imparted to them by a trained and careful 
artist. To the later theorists they supply an in- 
exhaustible store-house of quotations for the illustrat- 
ion of different poetic figures, expressions and princi- 
ples. This conscious employment of varied and ela- 
borate poetic figures and general observance of poetic 
rules in these early kavya-poQts are not without their 
significance, and we may reasonably presume from 
them a general diffusion of the knowledge of Poetics 
in this age. 
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The same tendency towards the artificial or factiti- 
ous composition is shown also in the prose romances 
of Subandhu and Bana. Subandhu prides himself on 
his skill in the use of stem in every letter of his com- 
position 1 , and his Vasavattada justifies this boast as a 
tour d$ Sjarce_ of extraordinary verbal jugglery. ... In 
the work itsel f Subandh u speaks of poetic composi- 
tions adorned with poetic figures like slesa, divided 
into uccJwasas 12 , and displaying skill in the employ- 
ment of vaktra metre. He specifies also two import- 
ant poetic figures L yiz . } utpreksa and aksepa . 3 Equally 


i pratyaksara-sle&amayaprapa'Tim-vinyTisa-vaidagdhyani- 
dhim. prabandhnm / sarasvatVdalla-vara-prasZdas cakre 
subandhu h sujanaika-bandhnhj ed. &rlrangam, 1996,. p. 357-8 ...... 

2 Cf Bhamaha i 25-26 ; Dandin i 26-27. 

3 satkavi-kavya-racamw ivalajiikara-prasMMtam, P-3Q3J 
dlrghbcchvasa-racandkulam su-hlcm-vaktra-ghaiam-patu sal- 
kavya-viracanam iva , „ pp. . 238-39 utprekmkzcpaji havydlain- 
karesu p. 146. The reading of the first of these passages 
in the Calcutta edition is bauddhasa mgatim ivalamkara- 
bhuHitam, and the commentary of Sivarama explains it as 
alarnkaro mma dharmak%rti-k<to grantka-visemh, implying 
that Subandhu here refers to a work on Alamkara, so 
designated, by the Buddhist Dharmaklrti. If this were so, 
and if this Dharmaklrti can be identified with the Buddhist 
logician, who appears also to be quoted in the Dhv. pp. 
21 7, then he is apparently one of the earliest writers on 
Alamkara whose work is now lost ; for he is generally placed 
in the first half of the 7th century. This conflicts with the 
accepted date of Subandhu, and undue reliance need not be 
placed oh an unauthenticated statement of a very late com- 
mentator. Levi is probably correct in denying that Subandhu 
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definite is Bana’s references to rhetoric in his men- 
tion, in one of the introductory verses of his Kadam- 
ban, of the poetic figures upamajati ( = svabhandAHJ, 

dlpaka and slesa as well as of poetic mm and 

sayya. Bana also refers to verbal puzzles, such as 
aksara-cyuta, bindimafi, gudha-caturthopada andpra- 
hetyka 1 , and he seems to be aware of the rdamMrika 
distinction between katha and akhyayika.- , 

( 5 ) 

From all these indications, the inference is not 
improbable that with the growth of a body of highly 
finished prose and poetical literature, the science of 
Poetics or at least the investigation of rhetorical rules 
made considerable progress by the end of the sixth 
century A. D. The earliest known writers on 
Poetics, who lived somewhat later, themselves 
refer to "still earlier authorities. Thus Bharaaha 
speaks of Medhsfvm and others, whom he cites and 
whose work he avowedly utilises. Similarly Dandin 
refers to earlier writings, and one of his comment- 
ators mentions in this connexion two theorists before 
Dandin, viz, Kasyapa and Vararuci, who are other- 
wise unknown to us as writers on Alamkara. Apart 
from this fact of their own citation of earlier views, 


makes any allusion to Dharmaklrti’s literary activity 
(. Bulletin de PEcolc d' Extreme Orient 1903, p. 18). 

1 ed. Peterson, p. 7 
3 ibid, p. 7 and Harm-c. p. 7 
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it cannot also be maintained with any cogency that 
Jhe rel^Y*§ly.. developed style and treatment of even 
these early writers could have been evolved by them- * 
selves in the absence of earlier tentative works, 
t he e xistence of which may be presumed, for instance, 
by the employment, by these writers, of certain techni- 
cal words and formulas ( e. g. mkrokti, riti, gnna etc) 
without a previous explanation. 

As a cognate branch of study, however, which 
probably ..supplied Poetics with a model and the poet- 
ic theory with the important content of rasa, Drama- 
turgy (mti/a-mstra) appears to have established itself 
a l ittle earlier. - Compartivelv early texts, both 
brahrnanieal and buddhistic, speak of some kind of 
dramatic representation* and we have a very early 
reference in Panini to Krsasva and $ilalin as authors 
of nata-sTitras (IV. 3. 110-11) 1 . The early existence of 
treatises on the dramatic art is also evidenced by the 
fact that all the early authors on Poetics, 'Bhamaha, 
Dandin and Vamana, omit a discussion of this subject 
' and refer their readers for information to such special- 
ised works. The older specimens of these are perhaps 
lost ; but Bharata’s NMya-sastra, which is cited as the 
oldest known and most authoritative, cannot possibly 
be put, even in its present version, at a date lower than 
the 6th century A. D. Bhai^ta himself, however devot- 
os a whole chapter to the treatment of poetical gunas 

I It is interesting to note that both Amara and Sasvata 
in their lexicons do not explain the technical terms of Alam- 
kara, although they have distinct references to dramaturgic 
technicalities and to rasa. 
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and as decorative devices of dramatic speech. 

It seems, therefore, that the studv of Alamkara was 
older than Bharata: and the tradition of opi nion, flul lmv- 
,<Bd JbyJBJiamaha and Dandin, may have been post- 
Bharata in date, but was probably pre- Bharata in 
substance. Indeed, the different schools of opinion, 
represented by the alamkara - rlti- and dhvani - 
theories, probably flourished some centuries. ..before^ 
their views became crytallised in the present works of 
Bhmnaha, Dandin and the Dhvanikara respectivlv, 
none of whom, as we shall see, can be taken as 
the absolute founder of the system lie represents. 
This process of crystallisation must have covered 
a tentative stage, whose productions, if they had 
been extant today, would have shown Bhamnhn, 
Dandin and the Dhvanikara in the making. We 
cannot, therefore, start with the works of those 
writers as the absolute beginnings of the science, 
although with them we enter upon the historic and 
the most creative stage of its existence. Taking this 
faot into consideration, we may presume without 
dogmatising .that the Alamkara-sastra started as a 
separate technical discipline from about the commence- 
ment of the Christian era and probabably flourish- 
ed in a relatively developed form in the 5th and 
6th centuries A.D. The "course of this development 
is unfortunately hidden from us, until it emerges in a 
more or less self-conscious form in some chapters of 
Bharata and in the Kavyd Iwrika ra of Bhamaha. 



II BHAKATA 

( i ) 


Although Indian tradition glorifies ' Bliarata, the 
reputed author of the Natya-mstra, with the title 
of muni aud places him in a mythic age, the widest 
possible divergence of opinion exists among scholars 
as to his actual date ; and he lias been variously 
assigned to periods ranging from the 2nd century B.C. 
to the 2nd century A.D. 1 That he is the oldest 
writer on dramaturgy, music and kindred subjects, 
whose work has survived, is generally admitted; but 
at the same time the question arises as to how far 
the extant version of his work represents his original 
text. As there are indications that it has been 
subjected to considerable reliandliugs in later times 
before it assumed its present shape, this question 
has ail important bearing on the date of the 
supposed author. 

There are several passages in the present-day 
text which probably throw some light on this process 

— * — 

i Regnaud in A finales du Mus. Guimet ii p. 66, also 
infcrod. to Giosset’s ed. ; Pischel in GgA, 1885, pp. 763 f ; 
P. R. Bhandarkar in I A xli, pp. 157 f ; H. P. Sastrl in j A Sid 
v p. 352 f ; Sten Konow in Ind. Drama p. 2 ; Rapson in art, 
on Indian* Drama in Encyclop, of Religion and Ethics, vok 
v p. 886. 
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of gradual interpolation and recasting. The curious 
colophon at the end in the Kavyamala edition, which 
appears to have puzzled its editor, designates the 
latter portion of the work as Nandi-bharata. 1 Rice 
mentions 1 2 a work called Nandi-bharata on music ; 
while a chapter, apparently from a work on dramatic 
gesture, is referred to as natidibharatdkla-sa>>ikara- 
hastddhyaya in a manuscript of a treatise on music 
and abhinctya, noticed in Madras Catalogue no. 1 ;500b. 
These works, probably late compilations, refer to 
Nandi or Nandikesvara, whom tradition acknow- 
ledges as an ancient authority on music and histrionic 
art 3 . This designation, therefore, of the latter part 
of Bharata’s text, a part of* which deals, among other 
things, with music, probably implies that' it was 
compiled or recast at some later period in accordance 
with the views of Nandikesvara. The last chapter, 
to which this colophon is appended, also contains a 
prediction ’that the rest of the topic will be treated 


1 sanuiptak cayauy \granthahj\ naudibharata-saingltapusta- 

kam. • 

2 Mysore and Coorg Catalogue, p. 292. 

3 See above p. 2 fn. Similarly we hear of a work called 
M ataibgabhamta by Laksmana Bhaskara, which apparently 
sets forth the views of Matahga, who is another old authority 
cited by Sarhgadeva and his commentator, and bySihga- 
bhupala (i 51). It appears that the term bharata in course 
of time came to mean the dramatic art generally, as it also 
came to mean the actor ; and Raghavabhafcfca on Sakuntala 
expressly refers to adi-bharata, by whom he mftans our 
author, in contra-distinction to these later bharatas.. . 
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in detail by Kohala 1 (who apparently belonged to the 
same school 2 ), plainly showing that the rewriting of 
the portion in question was done some time after " 
Kohala, as well as Nandikesvara, had spoken on the 
subject. Nandikesvara’s date is unknown ; but 
Kohala, side by side with Bharata, is recognised as 
an ancient authority, as early as the end of the 8th 
century A. D., in Damodaragupta’s Kuttini-mata 
(si. 81). It is interesting to note in this connexion 
that Abhinavagupta, commenting on Bharata vi 
10, says 3 that although natya is usually said to 


1 kesam prastara-tantrena kuhalah kathayisyati (emended 
for kolahalalt kathixayti in the text), xxxvii 18. 

2 see xxxvii 24. Kohala is cited as one of his sources 
by Sarngadeva (I. 1. 15) ; and Hemacandra, with reference 
to the classification of the different species of the drama, 
says : prapafuas tu bharata-kohalddi-sastrebhydvagantavyah 
(p. 329; also p. 325). Sihgabhupala (i 51) acknowledges him 
as an authority on the drama and allied arts. A work on 
music called Tala-laksana , probably a late compilation, is 
attributed to him (Aufrecht i 130b, IOC 302^,3089 ; Madras 
Cat. 12992 with a Telegu comm.), and a KoJwBya Abhinaya- 
siistra, purporting to embody his views, is also entered in 
the last named catalogue (with a Telegu comm. no. 12989). 
Another work on music, entitled Dattila-kohahya , is men- 
tioned by Burnell p. 60b, apparently a compendium of the 
opinions of Kohala and Dattila* (or Dantila), who is mentioned 
by Damodaragupta (si. 123), and cited as an old authority 
by Sarhgadeva (I. 1. 16) and his commentator Kallinatha 
(p. 49), by Sihgabhupala (i 5 1), as well as in various works 

' on music (Peterson iv p. 43 extr. ; ABod 199b ; 201a). 

3 abhinaya-trayam gltdtodye ceti pafic&ngam natvdvt 

.anena tu blokena kohalv.di-matenaikudaba/hgatvam ucyate. 

4 
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consist of five ahgas, the enumeration of eleven 
angas in the text is in accordance with the view 
of Kohala and others, to whose opinions the 
commentator makes many other incidental refer- 
ences. It is likely, therefore, that between Bharata’s 
original work and its existing version, there came 
“Kohala and others” whose views found their way* 
into the compendium, which goes by the name of 
Bharata and which indiscriminating posterity took as 
genuine and unquestionable. 

The process of incorporation must have occurred 
very early and was apparently complete by the end 
of the 8th century, when the work assumed more or 
less its present shape. Udbhata, about this time, 
actually appropriates (iv 4 ) the first-half of the verse 
vi 15 of the Ndtya-sastra, and makes only enough 
verbal change in its second-half to admit Santa, as the 
ninth rasa in the category of eight recognised by 
Bharata. I Abhinavagupta, who commented on the 
r 

I It may be noted that Abhinavagupta, immediately 
after the passage cited above, goes on to say : nanu bharate 
tats a mgrhilasyup i panar atroddesmirdese caitat krama-vyaty - 

asanddityudb/iatah , neti lollatah vayarn tvatra 

tattvam agre vitanizyama ityastam tavat (on Bharata vi io). 
This difference of opinion between Udbhata and Loliata on 
a question of textual interpretation supports our conclusion 
that Udbhata was probably familiar with the text of Bharata, 
as Abhinava knew it and as it has come down to us. It is 
not clear, however, if this evidence is sufficient to confirm the 
tradition, recorded by Sarhgadeva (I. i. 19), that Udbhata 
was one of the early commentators dh Bharata. * Abhittava 
himself refers to Loliata, Sahkuka aud Bhatta Nayaka as 
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existing text at the end of the 10th century, himself 
mentions several other previous commentators, of 
whom Lollafa and Sahkuka in all probability belonged 
to the 8th and the 9 th centuries. These indications 
will make it clear at any rate that the text existed 
in its present form in the 8th century A. D., if not 
‘earlier. 


( 2 ) 


We have, on the other hand, the tradition as 
well as the statement of Bhavabhuti, who refers to 
to the mythical Bharata as the tauryatrika-sutm- 
kdra x , that Bharata’s work existed originally in 
the swim-form, which is also made likely by Pacini's 
early reference to such nata-sutrcis in his own 
time. Reminiscences of the swim-style may indeed 
be presumed in the Natya-sastra vi and vii, which 
deal with rasa and blutva ; for in vh. vi we find a 


the principal commentators whose views lTe sometimes 
thought worth refuting in detail. Sarngadeva omits from 
his list Bhafcta Nayaka but adds Udbhata, as well as one 
Klrtidhara who apparently flourished after Abhinava 
(vyakhyafaro bharatvyc lollatddb^ta-$ankukah j bhdttdb/unava- 
guptas ca snmat-kirtidkaro'parah). Abhinava also cites 
Rahula (or Rahala) and Bhatta Yantra, but it is not clear 
whether they were also commentators on Bharata. Sarnga- 
deva mentions Rahula elsewhere as one of his authorities, 
apparently.on music (cf Hemacandra p. 316). 

I Uttar a-carita, ad iv 22 (ed N. S. P., 1906, p. 120) 
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dictum 1 on the genesis of rasa, put in the conoise 
form , of a sUtra, to the elucidation of which, after the 
manner of a bhasya or vrtti, the rest of the chapter 
(written in prose with verse-quotations) is apparently 
devoted. It should also be noticed that a prelimin- 
ary explanation is added at commencement of the 
chapter to reconcile this curious portion of the text 
wrth the rest of the work. Bharata, we are told 
being requested by the sages, explains the character- 
istics of -a saniffraha, karika, and ninkta, and 
incidentally gives an illustration of a sutrorgrantha 
by putting a part of the text in .that form. This 
discussion of the nature of a samgmha, karika, ni- 

Ihr h i m T 7 Uld n0t W been relevant to 

which ^h ■“ f ° r * his flims y ^nation. 

Which however, affords a device, far-fetched 

as it is, to introduce into the kariln f Pv f 

some vestiges of the older artfm-form. It is not 

maintained that a sutra- text is necossnrl) n‘ 

than a text in the karika- form- for in % der 

itself there? are quotations in the ^ ZZZtot 

or anummsya slokas, betokening tb/T f 

of earlier teachings on the subject, and disproving 

at the same time the orthbdox belief that Bharata 

was ^ theearhest teacher of the natya-veda. But* 

the tradition that Bharafa original work was 

l jatra vi6k wanubhava™abhicari-samv»^~/ 

!***• *0- P- 8/, 1. 8 ; ed. KavySt fe 

This dictum is cited as a suira bv all v ^ 2> ’ 

Abhinavagupta, and presumably by his pre d”‘essfl "t"?" 8 
and others. X »y nw predecessors Lollata 
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posed, in the sutra - form be accepted, then this por- 
tion of the existing version may be presumed to 
have been a survival of the original form. 

If we set the lower limit to the date of Bharata’s 
work at 8th century A.D., the other limit is 
very difficult to settle, when we consider that there 
were apparently two versions, one based on the 
other. But it is not clear what weight should be 
placed on the testimony of Bhavabhuti; for if in 
the first quarter of the 8th century Bharata . was 
known to him as a sutra-kdra, it is not intelligible 
how at the end of the same century, Udbhata 
makes use of Bharata’s karika, and Lollata and 
others, immediately following, apparently comment 
on the same text. The short space of less than 
half a century is not enough to obliterate all signs 
of the older version and replace it entirely with a 
new karika - text which, to all intents and purposes, 
is taken as the only authoritative version* in later 
times, and in which, strangely endugh, we find still 
lingering traces of the earlier swim-text. The only 
possible explanation of Bhavabhuti’s, reference is 
that the historical Bharata, who was the sutra-kw'a 
on the three arts of dancing, singing and instrumental 
music, had already, in Bhavabhuti’s time, become 
identified with the inythicafl Bharata ; for the passage 
in the Uttara-carita gives an obviously mythical 
account, through the mouth of Lava, that bhagavdn 
Vdlmiki, having composed his story of Rama, gave 
it to bhagavan Bharata (the sutra-kdra on the three 
arts and apparently the natydcarya of the gods)*wfeb 
revised^ -it and got it acted through celestial nymphs; 
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Mept^elt proems h,>USt f ^ * eXtUal difflouIties - 

•of ^m,vz^^°:r ire ’ ia the mi<bt 

W hich, forming an intcLT " “ t 0 f h ™ “ d “**■ 

taken as mere but which resemble T* * 

respects, the prose ’ m , 801116 

2 ; t e ;r tIy * ^ 

referred to "aboie, corr^pond'T ifofaw ’ 

smigr aha-slohas in later writing *! panhara : or 
cate the probahilitv of p V ^ ’ an< * certa * n ty indi- 

ject. sp r ations ° n the - b - 

distinct sources, for some ofthe 7 _ fr °_ m two 

others are in anmtup metre. ™ ^ *” whlIe 
From the facts adduced a ho™ 
ed with the problem of tlJ I ™ ™ COnfront ' 
apparent survivals in our text laei ' re atlon of &ese 
of M independent prose-W^ ’T™ ^ 
ihkas in. ** and metres „ n d f7T ‘ 

w.U re TCa l that the3e 4^ . P^es 

to the sam0 peri0()> but y p , olnb . n0t . b .! l0 “S 

several stages in tho rv™ n v. * . b v indicate 
composition 0 of dra.nat.mgir *C* ° f 

stage betraying its own partiality/ eaeh 

particular form. Taking the present Ljz-T'k “ 
the starting point, we find in it traces of 1" 

style, of which it fa pre “ ^ 

re °“ t ' , *“7 again, thiire 

of metrical quotations, which indicate, L 
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their turn, another and still earlier karika- sta^e : 
while the independent prose-fragments perhaps 
represent the earliest form taken by such technical 
treatises. We can, therefore, distinguish in their 
order of development (1) a stage of prose -treatises 
(2) a tentative period of karika - writing (3) the sutra- 
bhasya stage and (4) the final period of compilation of 
compendiums, which reverts again to the karika- 
form: 1 This conclusion perhaps finds some support 
in the repetition, more or less, of a similar pheno- 
menon in the sphere of the Dharma-sastra, the Artha- 
S'astra, the Vaidya-sastra and probably the Kama-sastra. 
The loss of earlier tentative treatises makes it difficult 
to dogmatise ; but if this conclusion is correct generally, 
then our text may be supposed to contain remnants of 
all these styles and forms. It is not argued here that 
Bharata’s work itself passed through all these stages 
or forms, from a rudimentary prose-version into a 
systematic metrical manual ; but our text* contains 
enough to betray the existence of previous 
speculations in prose and in verse, as well’as indicate 
the fact that it might have itself been Once written 
in the sutra-bhasya form, which was recast, with 
considerable additions from other sources, into a 
convenient metrical compendium. 


i This conclusion does not apply to the more or less 
imitative periods after the xoth century in which we find 
the karika and the sutra-style, existing almost side by side 
e. g. we find in the respective works of Mamnjata and 
Ruyyaka. 
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( 3 ) 

' Taking the substance of the work, apart from the 
vexed question of different versions, the portion of the 
Ndtya-sdstra , which deals principally with music, has 
been conjectured 1 on internal evidence to have 
been Compiled about the 4th century A. D. ; and 
it may appear likely that the other portions were 
also put into their present shape about the same time. 
Pischel’s argument, however, on the date of the work, 
derived from the reference to Pahlavas in a text of 
such composite character is of doubtful value in 
determining the question finally ; but it perhaps makes 
it probable that the upper limit of its date cannot 
be put too early. On the other hand, Kaghavabhatta 
on \$dkuntala* and Vasudeva on Karp ura-manj art 3 
quote one Matrguptacarya as a writer on dramaturgy ; 
and Sundaramisra in his Natya-pradipa (dated 1613 
A.D.), commenting on Bharata’s remarks on nandl , 

says asya^ vydkhyane matrguptdcaryaih iyam 

wddikftd? . This has been taken by Levi to imply 
that Matrgupta wrote a vyakhyana or commentary on 
’ Bharata, and that, assuming him to be same as the poet 
who lived under Harsa-vikramaditya (Raja-tarang. 

JL — , — . . . — — - . . 

l 

1 IA xii p. 158 f. * 

2 ed. N. S. P., 1922, pp. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13, 15, 20, 57, 62, 
74, IIO, 123, 126, 15 1, 154, 199 etc. 

3 ed. N. S> P., 1900, p. 5 ; cf Aufrecht i 448a. 

4 quoted in IOC in p. 347. This Matrgupta is also cited 

by Rariganatha on Vikraimrvahi (dated 1656 A. I)., see AFl 
444) ed. N. S. P., 1914, p. 5. 
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iii 125-252), we get in him a very early commentator 
on Bliarata. But this evidence does not appear to be 
conclusive ; for our Matrgupta, as Baghavabhatfa’s 
profuse ([notations shew, probably wrote an indepen- 
dent metrical work on dramaturgv, in which he might 
have in the usual course commented on Bharata’s pre- 
cepts ; and the word vyakhyana need not be construed 
to mean a commentary. This author, cited ohly by 
late commentators, is therefore to he distinguished 
from the poet of that name ; and probably he belongs 
to comparatively recent times, being . certainly 
unknown to Abhinavagupta, Dhanika and other older 
writers. But he must be earlier than Sarngadeva 
(beginning of the 13tli century) who mentions him in 
his work as an authority on music. 

We are in a position, however, to infer that the 
substance of Bharata’s work is probably much older 
than that of Bhamaha 1 , who may be assigned to the 
last quarter of the 7th century. Bhamaha, in his 
treatment of poetic figures {kavyd 'antii&ras), groups 
them in a curious but suggestive wayJBpeh probably 
indicates the different periods in the , growth and 
multiplication of such figures 2 . At the outset, he 
names and defines only five poetic figures (ii 4), re- 


0 

■3 

1 Besides showing himself conversant with some theory 
of rasa (ii 281, 283 f), Dandin mentions the dramaturgic 
technical terms sandhi , aiiga, vrtti and laksana and refers 
to agamdntara for their discussion (ii 366). 

2 C£ Jacobi in Shader Preuss. Akad. xxiv (1922) pp. 
220 f. 
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cognised, as he says, by other writers, viz., anuprasa, 
yamaka , rupaka, dipaka and upama. This represents 
the first stage ; but in course of time, six other 
figures appear to have been added, and Bhamaha 
mentions and deals with them next in ii 66. Then he 
goes on to enumerate, two (or three, including 
svabhdvdkti) more figures admitted by writers like 
Medfufrvin (ii 88), who also appears to have dealt 
with upama etc. (ii 40 ). Finally, Bhamaha defines 
and illustrates a further long list of twenty-three 
more figures in a separate chapter (iii 1 - 4 ). The 
differentiation . and multiplication of poetic figures 
with the progress of speculation is a familiar fact in 
Alamkara literature, and the way in which Bhamaha 
successively enumerates and groups these figures 
probably shows that to the original five mentioned by 
him at the outset, others were added in course of time 
as the study itself advanced. Now Bharata, in his 
treatment of alamkaras, names (xvi 41 ) only four 
such figures kncwn to him, viz., yamaka, rupaka, 
dipaka and upama. These four i n reality correspond 
to the five mentioned by Bhamaha ; for anuprasa may 
be taken as Tailing in the same class as yamaka, the 
one being varndbhyasa and the other paddbhydsa. At 
the same time the very fact anuprasa is thus differen- 
tiated from yamaka may ^indicate further refinement 
in the analysis of these* poetic figures. It is clear, 
therefore, that Bharata’s work belonged to a period 
when the number of figures had not yet multiplied ; 
and one, if not more, stages must have intervened 
between it and Bhamaha’s Kavydlamkctra in which 
the number had already swelled into nearly forty in 
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all. 1 To this intermediate stage belonged Madhavin 
and others, whom Bhamaha cites, and the loss of 
whose work makes it difficult for us to trace the 
development thus indicated by Bhamaha/. 

There are also indications that Bharata’s teach- 
ings are probably older than Kalidasa, who general- 
ly adheres to Bharata’s dramaturgic prescriptions 3 . 
Kalidasa refers to Bharata as the mythical ndtyd- 
cdrya ; but apart from this, it may be pointed out 
that while Bharata ignores Maharastrl as one of 
Prakrits used in the drama, it is well known that 
in Sanskrit dramatic works, including those of 
Kalidasa, Prakrit verses are in Maharastrl and the 
prose-parts are in SaurasenI and other allied Prak- 
rits. In Eaghu xix 3 G, again, Kalidasa speaks of aiiga- 
sattm-vacandsmya nrtya, which, as Mallinatha 
rightly points out, agrees with Bharata’s dictum 

scmanydbhinayo nama jneyo o tig a iiga-sattv ctj ah 3 . 

^ ! 

1 By the end of the 6th and beginning of the 7th 
century, Bhafcti illustrates as many as 38 different species 
of poetic figures, indicating that the process of Refinement had 
proceeded very far indeed even in his time. 

2 The discovery of the dramas, ascribed to Bhasa, does 
not invalidate this argument for it is possible that they 
follow a tradition or a systerrj of opinion of which all traces 
are now lost, and the date of BhSsa itself is uncertain. 

3 The Amnra~kom only mentions angika and sattvika 
abhinayn. This lexicon, which is said to have been trans- 
lated into Chinese about 561 -66 A. D. (see Nandargikar’s 
introd. to Meghaduta, 1894, p. 73), admits after Bharata 
the eight rasas, and explains some of the dramaturgic 
technicalities, giving three synonyms of the actor (HilMin 
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' lower limit of the date of Bharata’s work, there- 
fore, can be provisionally shifted back to the fourth 
or fifth century A.D., while it is almost certain that 
it existed in its present shape in the 8th century 
A.D. The upper limit cannot be put too early, 
because of the mention of sakat, i/cu:auas, pa/i/ava* 
and other tribes, and probably” does not go beyond 
the commencement of the Christian era. It is diffi- 
cult to settle the relative age ot the stUra and the 
/carika-texts ; but if the tendency towards xTUra-bhasya 
style may be presumed to have been generally 
prevelant in the last few centuries B.C., then the sus- 
pected swfra-text of Bharata belongs apparently to 
this period 1 . It was certainly much earlier than 
the present karika- text, in which Bharata already 
appears as a mythical sage as an expounder of the 
natya-veda. 


krsasyin, And bharata ) from the names of the three well-known 

teachers on dranfaturgy. Panini refers to the formation of 

tlie first tw<j terms, but not that of the third ; but this silenee 

of the grammarian does not prove anything. The Jaina 
• * 
Anuogadarasutta (ed. N. S. P. 1915, fol. 134-145, also quoted 

in Weber ii 2, pp. 701-02) which, Winternitz thinks, was 

probably put together by the middle of the 5th century, 

mentions nine rasas, which, however, have hardly any 

reference poetic or dramatfc rasas ; but the enumeration is 

interesting from the inclusion of prammta (not mentioned 

by Bharata), apparently from religious motives. 

. I It Will be shown later that the tradition that Bharata 
was the author of a Kavya-lakxana, which forms in substance 
of the kZrika-v £ rses of Mammata’s Kav. prak.\ is entirely 
erroneous, as is also the statement made use of by Levi 
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( 4 ) 

THE COMMENTATORS ON BHARAT A ■ 

The names of the reputed as well as actual com- 
mentators on Bharata mentioned, hv Abhinavagupta 
and Han't ga < 1 e va a re : 

J Uclbhata 
'1 Lolla (a 
:> Saftkuka 
4 Bhatta Nayaka 
a Kahala or R Shu la ? 

0 Bhatta Yantra . 

7 Abhinavagupta 
H Klrtidhara 
*) Ma t r g u ptaeary a t 

1 )f these, we have already discussed the un- 
authenticated or doubtful names marked hgre with an 
interrogation. 1 Of Klrtidhara we; know nothing. No 
commentary on Bharata exists today except that of 
Abhinavagupta, which, voluminous as it is, certainly 
deserves to be published. 

that these kankas are abridged trom the Agni-purana. 
Somadeva in his Yamstilaka ( 959-60 A. D.) refers, indeed, 
to a bhayata-pra\uta kavyddkjkiv<r ( Peterson ii p. 45 J which, 
.considering Somadeva’s date, could not have alluded to 
this tradition of Bharata’s authorship of Mammata’s karikcts , 
but possibly, from the terms of reference, to ch. xvi of the 
Natya-hastra, which deals with ' kavydlamkaras and gunas 
as embellishments of the dramatic speech. 

t see above p. 26 fn 
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LOLLATA AND SANKTTKA 

Lollata and $ankuka are known definitely as 
commentators on Bharata not only from Abhinava- 
gupta’s references to them as such, but also from 
numerous other writers following him 1 . Ten 
Sankuka, who is also cited as Saiiku, are also ascribed 
several verses in the anthologies of Sarngadhara, 
Jalhana and Vallabhadeva 2 , which indicates that 
there was also a poet of the same name. Kalhana 
mentions (iv 703-5) a poet Saiiku ka and his poem 
Bhuvandbhyudayci. The reference is to the time of 
Ajitaplda, whose date is given as 813 by Cunning- 
ham and as 816 A.D. by S.P. Pandit. If our Sanku- 
ka is identical with this poet, then he may be 
assigned to the first quarter of the 9th century. As 
to the date of Lollata, we have no materials to decide, 
but all later citations agree in supporting the tradi- 
tion that he was earlier than Sahkuka, whose theory 
on rasa is said todiave been directly levelled against 
that of Lollata. Judging from his name, Lollata was 
probably a Kasmirian ; and if any chronological infer- 
ence may be drawn from Abhinavagupta’s reference 
to an opinion of the Kasmirian Fdbhata being 


t 

' € 

1 e. g. Mamafca Kav. prak. ad iv 5, p. 87 (e<l. B. S. S. 
1917) ; Hemacandra p. 67 comm., p.2i5 ; Tara la pp. 85, S8 ; 
Govinda in Pradlpa ad iv 5, p. 63. etc. 

2 in the first two, &ahkuka is called the son of May ura, 
who is identified by sofne with the author of the STirya - 
sataka, a contemporary of Bana. 
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controverted by Lollata 1 , lie may have been later 
than or contemporaneous with Udbhata, whose latest 
date is 813 A. D. These hypothetical facts give us 
the curious conclusion that Udbhata, Lollata and 
^ahkuka were probably contemporaries or lived 
sufficiently near one another in point of time. 2 

BHATTA NAYAKA 

Besides referring to him as a commentator on 
Bharata, Abhinavagupta ( Locana p. 27), as well as 
•Jayaratha (p. 9), quotes under the name of Bhatta 
Nayaka a verse sabda-pradhanyam aQritya, which 
Hemacandra (p. 4) gives as a quotation from a work, 
entitled Hrdaya-darpaua, which is also cited without 
the name of the author by Mahimabhatta and his 
commentator. This makes it probable that some lost 
work of Bhatta Nayaka's probably bore that title, 
and also indicates the probable source of the quota- 

1 The passage is cited above p. 26 footnote. 

2 The theory of rasa advocated by Lollata probably 
obtained in the schools before he definitely# formulated it 
and became its first noted champion ; for Abhinava in his 
commentary on Bharata (ch. vi, the same passage utilised 
later by Hemacandra, Comm. p. 57, 11 . 18-19) says that Dandin 
in his idea of rasa follows # the same view. Unless we 
presume Lollata’s priority to ‘Dandin, we should take this 
passage to indicate that this theory, or a dogma similar to 
it, had already been known to Dandin, even belore Lollata 
brought it into prominence. It may also be noted that 
Lollata is also taken by most later writers (e. g. Hemacandra 
p. 215, Mammata pp. 225 f ; Mahimabhatta p. 27 etc.) as 
as what is technically known as dirg ha-vyapa ra-vadin with 
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tion which occurs * immediately before the verse in 
question in Abhinavagupta. It is, however, not clear 
whether this Hrdaya-darpaua is in reality his lost 
commentary on Bharata. Mahimabhatta’s anonymous 
commentator tells us that this Hrdaya-darpmia, like 
the Vyakti-viv elect, was composed with the special 
object of demolishing the dhoctni- theory formulated 
by Anandavardhana 1 ; and this statement may 
explain why Abhinavagupta, the great champion of 
the dhvani- theory, takes so much pains to contro- 
vert Bhatfa Nay aka’s views in his Locana as well as 
in his Ab hi nava-b haratl. This also adds a signi- 
ficance to the fact that Mahimabhatta, who had a 
similar object of combating the dhvani- theory, claims 
entire originality for his own treatment, boasting that 
he had never looked in the Darpana at all 2 . The 
citations from the Hrdaya-darpana also indicate 


reference *to the controversy about the function of abhidha ; 
for he is said to ha\« maintained that the primary function 
of Denotation of a word is so far-reaching that it is 
competent in itself to express all other implied or suggested 
sense. The iStlmamsakas and grammarians had already 
discussed the * question of abhidha ; but it must not be 
forgotten that several attempts to explain the fact of 
suggested sense {dhvani) obtained before the Dhvanikara 
himself. It is probable thrfc Lollata was one of those who 
offered one of the several early solutions to the question, 
alluded to in the first verse of the Dhvanyaloka. 

1 darpano h ’’daya-darpawlkhyo dhvani-dvamsa- 

granthah p. I, explaining the pun in the word darpana 
Used by Mahiman in i 4. 

2 ad[ sta-darparoa mania dink i 4. 
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that it was probably composed, in a metrical form, 
and apparently never took at all the shape of a 
prose commentary. 

A careful examination of the very few passages 
apparently referring to this work will shew that the 
topics dealt with in it centre round the question 
of dhvani in poetry, in correlation with the theory 
of rasa intimately connected therewith. Abhinava, 
for instance, while discussing the verse bliama clhmti- 
mia vlsattho, which is given by Auandavardhana 
as an instance of suggestion with an expressed injunct- 
ion implying a. prohibition, refutes Bhat ta Nayaka’s 
opinion as to this negative implication. In another 
place, Abhinava criticises the significance attached 
by Bliatta Nayalca to the word aham in the verse 
alt a. ettha uimajjai, which is discussed by Ananda- 
vardhana as an example of suggestion of a contrary 
kind where the expressed prohibition implies an in- 
junction. It is evident from these # references that 
Bliatfa Nayaka’s work, like Mahimabliatta’s, was 
designed not merely as a refutation of the general 
theory of dhcani, but also as a special attack on 
Anandavardhaua’s exposition of the same. To take a 
minute point, the Dhvanikara in i 13 uses the verb 
oyahktah in the dual number with a special object in 
view, as Anandavardhana’s*( as well as Abhinava’ s ) 
explanation rightly indicates. Bhatta Nayaka seems 
to have attacked this use of the dual number, upon 
which Abliinavagupta remarks r bhatla-nd/yakena yad 
dvi-vacanam dusitam tad gaja-niniUikayaiva. x 

i Mahimabhatta also refers (p. 19 ) to this discussion, 
quoting these words of Abhinava from the Locana . 

6 
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It is apparent, therefore, that the Hr day a- 
darpana was not a commentary on Bharata, but a 
metrical treatise in the anus/up metre, dealing' with 
the question of dlwani, and incidentally with the 
question of rasa-dhvani. No doubt, Abhinava in his 
own commentary on Bharata, as well numerous other 
later writers taking their cue from Abhinava, criticises 
at some length Bhafta Nay aka's theory of rasa, along 
with those of Lollata and Sahkuka and with special 
reference to Bharata’s particular shtra on the sub- 
ject ; yet Bhatta Nayaka is nowhere mentioned direct- 
ly as a commentator on the same text. It is probable 
that Bhatta Nayaka’s peculiar theory of rasa (which, 
however, bears a resemblance to Abhinava’s own) 
called for a special refutation in the hands of this 
champion of the dhva>ii-t\ Leery, because Bhatta 
Nayaka denied the expressive function of dhoani and 
attempted to explain the concept by postulating the 
function of bhoglkaraua. But there is no definite 
indication to shew that this theory of rasa, being a 
corrollary to Bhatta Nayaka’s general theory of 
expression, fvas not incidental to his main thesis, 
directed towards the demolition of the new idea of 
the dhvani and establishment of another explanation 
of the fact bf Suggestion (dhvani). This may be the 
reason why Sarngadevn, in his enumeration of 
Bharata’s commentators before his time, omits the 
name of Bhatta Nayaka. 1 

I See p. 26-27 above, footnote. Similarly Ruyyaka, while 
reviewing the different systems which obtained, before his 
time, mentions Bhatta Nayaka not as a commentator but 



PH A RATA 


4 3 

There can hardly be any doubt that Bhatfa 
Nay aka was familiar with the text of the Dlwanyd - 
loka, including Anandavardhana’s vrtti, and should,- 
therefore, be placed in a period later than the date of 
Anandavardhana. This conclusion is supported by the 
statement of Jayaratha (p. 12) that Bhatta Nayaka 
lived after the Dhvanikara, by whom Jayaratha, like 
many other later writers, invariably means Ananda- 
vardhana without distinguishing him from the so- 
called Dhvanikara. On the other hand, the oldest 
writer to cite Bhatta Nayaka, is Abhinavagupta, 
from whom he does not appear to be chronologically 
very distant. Bhatta Nayaka, therefore, flourished 
between the last quarter of the 9th century and the 
last quarter of the 10th ; and it will not be wrong if- 
wo assign him to the end of the 9th century and the 
beginning of the 10th. This date makes it likely 
that he is identical, as Peterson suggested, with the 
Bhatta Nayaka who is mentioned by Kalhana (v 159) 
as havin«- flourished in the reign *of Sahkaravarman, 
son and successor of Avantivarmau of Kasmir. 

ABHINAVAGUPTA* 

Although Abhinavagupta contented himself with 
the writing of commentaries in the field of Sanskrit 

O 

Poetics, his works have almost the value of indepen- 
dent treatises for their profound erudition and critical 
acumen, and deserve a separate treatment. As his 

as an independent author who advocated a new system in 
common with other explanations of the dhvatn-tixeoTy 
(p. 9, ed. Kavyamala). 
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reputation in Poetics rests on his exposition of the 
dfA©a«£-theory, it will be better to take him up in 
cpnnexion with the Dhvanikara and Anandavardhana. 

BlIILIOC'.RArilV 

Kditions. (4) Kavyamfda 42, 1894 (adhyayas 1-37) (2) Traite 
de Bharata sur -le theatre, Texte Sanskrit, edition 
critique par Joannv Grossct, precOdue d’une preface 
dc Paul Regnaud, Tome i, premiere partie, Paris 
1898 (ch. 1-14), dans Annalcs de l’Universite de 
Lyon (3) Adhyayas 18, 19, 20, 24 published 
by F. Hall in his edition of the DamrTipaka in 
Bibl. Ind. Calcutta 1865 (4) Adhyaya 28 in 
Contribution ii l’etude de la musique hindoue par 
J. Grosset, Paris 1888, dans Bibl. de la Faculte des 
. Lfettres de Lyon, vol. 6 (5) Le i/me chapitre 
du Bharatiya Natyasastra, publie par P. Regnaud 
dans Annales du Musee Guimet I (1880) (6) La 
Metrique de Bharata, Text Sanskrit de deux chapi- 
tres du Natyasastra par P. Ragnaud, dans Annales 
du Musee "Guimet II (1881) (7) Textes Sanskrits 

des 6me et 7me chapitres, dans Rhvtorique Sanskrite 
|ier J*. Regnaud, Paris 1 884. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 284b, 396a, ii Gib iii 61a ; Madras Cat. 
1 2999- 1 300 1. 

Note. In addition to authorities already cited, see Heymann in 
GN 1874 pp. 86f. ; Sten Konow, Znr Fruhgeschichte des 
indischen Theaters , Miinchen 1917, pp. ioGf. Works 
and articles on the origin and history of the Indian 
drama are numberles and some of them make incidental 
references to Bharata and his work : for bibliography, 
therefore, see Schuyler, Bibliography of the Sanskrit 
Drama , Columbia 1906, which however is hardly 
exhaustive. 
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TJie earliest direct citation of Bhamaha in later 
Alainkara literature is to be found in two passages 
in Anaudavardhana’s vrtti on the J)ht any aloha (pp. 
39,207). Tlie next interesting reference occurs in 
the commentary of Prat Thar e n d u raj a , who informs 
us (p. 13) that his author TJdbhata composed a work, 
presumably a commentary, on Bhamaha, which 
is described here as Bh tm ah a-tivarana . This 
statement is confirmed by Abhinavagupta ( Locanct 
pp. 10,40, 1 59, vivaranakrt ) and Hemachandra (Comm, 
pp. 17,110) ; while Ruyyaka cites the commentary 
generally as bhdmahlya / udbliata-laksana (p. 183) and 
Samudrabandha , discribes it as hat yd lay ihara- v i v rti 
(p. 89). There are also numerous passages in Ud- 
bhafa’s independent work, Kdryd lay / la nl m nu/rah a, 
which unmistakably copy some of (he*ddinitions of 
poetic figures directly from Bhamaha, and do not 
hesitate to repeat the very language of the earlier 
work 1 . 

Vamana, Udbhata’s contemporary, also appears 
to betray an acquaintance with Bhamaha’s text. 

i see, for instance, the definitions of the figures rasavat, 
atihnyokti, sasamdeha , sahbkti, apahnuti, utprek#a, yatha- 
samkhya, aprastnta-pramnisa paryaybkta, uksepa, vib Havana, 
virodha and bhavika , 
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Bhamaha, for instance, defines the figure upamd (ii 30) 
as mrudhenopamanena.. . . . .upameyasya yat sdmyam 

gwtia-lesena sopamd ; and Vamana seems to para- 
phrase this definition in the concise form of a sutra 
u pamdn rnopam eyas// a gm/a-lesatah sdmyam upama 
(IV. 2.1). 1 Again, speaking of effective implication 
( atisayavdn arthah) to he found in upamd, Bhamaha 
lays down (ii 50) 

yasydtisayvdn arthah Latham su’sambhavo matah 

isiam cdtisaydrthatvam npamdtprehsayor yatha. 
Beading together Vamana IV.2.20 and 21 ( anupa - 
pattir asamlharah and na viruddhd’tisayah), we find 
that Vamana »is apparently repeating the same view; 
and in liis vrtti on the first sutra, lie adds upamdydm 
atisayasydstatvat , making it clear in tho next sutra 
that an effective implication {aiisaya), which is con- 
tradictory, should he avoided. Vamana also re- 
produces anonymously a verse . of an unknown poet 
whose name is given by Bhamaha (ii 46) with the 
same verso as Sakhavardhann. Such repetition of 
views in* more or less standardised phraseology in a 
technical treatise, or the quotation of the same illustra- 
tive verse in a similar context nee/d not be taken as' 
conclusive ; but Vamana, in his vrtti on V. 2.38, 
actually though not accurately quotes, a part of a 
verse from Bhamaha y 27, and comments on the 
peculiar usage of the word bhahguram employed 
therein. 2 

i Cf Bharata xvi 41. 

- 2 The verse is quoted with Bhamaha’s name in Jaya- 
mahgala on Bhatfci x 21, and anonymously in the Vakr&kti- 
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This will justify us in placing Bhamaha chrono- 
logically before TJdbhata and Yamana who, as we 
shall see, flourished in the last quarter of the 8th 
century A.T)., and will give us one terminus to the 
date of Bhamaha. 

With regard to the other terminus, controversy 
has been keen and busy. Pathak finds in the mention 
of a nydsakdra in Bhamaha vi 86 a clear reference 
to the Buddhist Jinendrabuddhi, author of a comment- 
ary (ed. Varendra Research Society) on the Kasika, 
and comes to the conclusion that “as the nyasakara 
(meaning Jineudra) lived about 700 A.D., Bhamaha 
must be assigned to the 8th century”. 1 Against this 
K. P. Trivedi has demonstrated 2 that the allusion 
to the opinions of the nyasakara cannot be taken as 
an unmistakable reference to Jinendrabuddhi’ s views, 
and that the existence of some other uydsakdras are 
also made probable by the citations of Madhava, as 
well as by a punning passage in Bana s Jim ‘sa-cm 'it a. 3 
Jacobi 4 has joined issue by adding a doubt on the 
correctness of the date assigned by Pathak to 
Jinendrabuddhi who, on the authority *of Kielhorn, 
was probably later than Haradatta (d. 878 A.D.). 

jlvita (along with other verses from Bhamaha.) and in Locana 
p. 40 anonymously. . • 

1 I A xli p. 232 ff, at *p. 235 ; see also JRASBom 
xxiii pp. 25-26. 

2 I A xlii pp. 204 f, and at pp. 260-1. 

3 kr la-guy u-padanyasah, (ed N. S. 1 ‘. p. 96), explained 
by Sankara as kytbbhyasto guru fade durbodlui-'sabde nyaso 
vrttiy vivamno yaih. 

4 Sb. de? Preuss. Akad. xxiv ( 1922 ) pp. 210-11. . 
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No fresh light is thrown on the question by the 
conjecture 1 2 that Bhamaha in i 42 refers to the 
Meghaduta by his condemnation of the poetical device 
of employing clouds, among other things, as messengers; 
nor by Pathak’s other equally fanciful supposi- 
tion that Magha ii 86b refers to Bhamaha i 16 3 . 
Nothing, again, is gained by the controversy over the 
question whether Bhamaha, the son of Rakrilagomin 
and worshipper of Sarva, was a Buddhist, as indicated 
by the opening and closing verses of his work. 3 
Jacobi’s recent researches, however, have shown 4 that 
Bhamaha has made considerable use of the teachings 
of Buddhist philosophers in cli. v, and that the upper 
limit to Bh&maha’s date should be determined with 
reference to that of Buddhist Dliarmaklrti, some of 
whose philosophical doctrines Bhamaha has utilised, 
even to the repitition of Dharmaklrti’s actual phraseo- 
logy. Dharmakirti is placed by Jacobi between 
the sojourn in India of Hiuen Tsang and I-tsing 
respectively (630—043 and 673 — 695 A. D.), as he is 
not known to the former, while the latter refers to 
him among •those of late years 5 . The upper limit, 

1 Haricand, V Art Poetique de l* Indc p. 77. 

2 But see Dandin i 10 ; Varaana I. 1. 1 ( vrtti ) ; Rudrata 
ii 1 ; Anandavardhana p. 5,, for the same idea of habda 
and artha as constituents of pdetry. 

3 On this controversy, see JR AS , 1905, pp. 535 f ; 
JRAS, 1908, pp. 543f ; Trivedl introd. to Pratapa rudra ; 
Haricand in op . cil. p. 71 ; Brahmavadin 1911 etc. 

4. op. ciL pp. 2 1 1- 1 2. 

5 see Takakusu, Record of the Buddhist Religion , 1896, 
p. 181, cf p. Ivlii. Taranatha in his Ceschichte (tr. Schiefner 
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therefore, of Bhamaha’ s date should be fixed at the 
t hird qu arter of the 7th century A, JD. 

This will place Bhamaha approximately ||i t|j§ 
period between the last quarter of the 7t,h mid 
last quarter of 8th century ; and as it is probable that 
he might have been a younger contemporary of 
Dharrnalurti’s and also presumably lived some time 
before his commentator Udbhata, it will not be wrong 
if wj place him towards^the^qd of the*. 7th and the 
commencement of the 8th century A. D. 


( 2 ) 


We have already discussed the relation which 
Bharata’s treatment of alam/caras might have borne to 
Bhamaha s much fuller and later disquisition. What 
we find in Bharata constitutes the earliest specula- 
tion on the subject that we possess : but Bhamaha him- 
self tells us that he had predecessors whose work he 
apparently utilised. While referring to these prede- 
cessors (or contemporaries) generally as t itipef 1 , apare s 
or Icecit 3 , Bhamaha cites twice by name one Medha- 

pp. 184-5) makes him a contemporary of the Tibetan king, 
Strong-bstan-sgam-po, who died about 650 A. D. Cf Kern, 
Manual of Indian Buddhism, p* 1 30. 

1 i • 1 3, 24 ; ii 4, 57 ; iii 4 ;* iv 12 etc. 

2 i 14, 15, 31 ; ii 6, 8 ; iii 4 ; iv 6 etc. 

3 ii 2, 37, 93 ; iii 54 etc. He also cites one Ram«b» 

sarman in ii 19, but from ii 58 this author appears to be a 
poet. .The Rajamitra -cited in ii 45 appears from iii 10 to 
be a kavya. ' 

7 \ 
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vin in ii 40,88. One of these passages is referred to 
by Namisadhu on Rudrafa xi 24, where (as well as in 
two other places on i 2, ii 2,) the full name is given as 
Medhavirudra, which form also occurs in Riijasukhara 
(p. 12) 1 . This writer, who was earlier than Bhamaha 
but probably later than Bharata, is also cited by 
Vallabhadeva on Sim xi (5. 

At one time it was believed 2 , on the indication 
given by the Jayamangala on Bhatti, that the alam- 
/cam-chapters in that Jcapya, especially canto x, was 
meant to illustrate the rhetorical teachings of 
Bhamaha in particular ; but the date now assigned 
to Bhamaha will readjust his relation to Bhatti in a 
new light. Bhatti tells us in xxii 35 that he composed 
his poem in Valabhl ruled over by Srldharasena. 8 It 
appears that no less than four Srldharasenas ruled 
at Valabhl roughly between 550 and 650 A.D., of 
whom the last flourished, as his latest grant shows, 

c 

1 Rajasekhara Couples Mcdhavirudra’s name with that 
of Kumaradasa and adds the information that he was a 
born-blind poet. The name does not constitute the names 
of two different poets, Medhavin and Rudra, as some writers 
unfortunately suggest, nor need we take it on the late 
authority of the Trikawla-xcm as a name of Kalidasa. 

2 Jacobi in ZDMG lxiv. 

3 kavyam idam vihitam jnaya valabkyam / h'ldharascna- 
narendra-pUiieiyam. Jayamangala reads 'xfidhara-sTmu- 
narendra 0 in the second line, but this cannot be supported 
in view of the fact that we do not hear of any prince of the 
name Narendra, son of Sridhara, in the list of Valabhl 
princes known to us. Mallinatha and Bharatamallika do 
not comment on this verse, 
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in 651 A. JD. Bhatfi, therefore, at the latest, lived 
in. the first half of the 7th century ; and if, as his 
editor concludes, 1 he may he assigned to the end ‘of 
the Otli and the beginning of the 7th century, he 
was certainly older than Bhamaha by almost a 
century. Bhamaha probably knew his work and 
therefore remarked, while dismissing verbal juggle- 
ries like prahelika (ii 20): 
kdvyanyapi yaiUnumi vyUkJiyd-gamyani sdstrarat 
ntsrtvah sndhiydm eva Jianta durmedhaso heddh 
with a pointed reference to Bhatti’s self-boasting in 
xx ii 34 : 

vydkhyd-gamyam idam klwyam ntsavah mdhiyam 

cdcim 

hat (i durmedhasai cdsmin vidvat-priyataya mayd. 

The treatment of alamkurax in Bhatti may, there- 
fore, be presumed to supply one of the missing links 
in the history of rhetorical speculations anterior to 
Bhamaha. A remarkable coincidence of treatment, 
which probably started the theory of Bhatti’s appro- 
priation of Bhamaha’s teachings, is at once noticeable 
not only in the order, number and natning of the 
different poetic figures, but also in their respective 
characterisation : but a detailed examination will at. 
the' same time shew that beneath this general agree- 
ment there are enough discrepancies which will indi- 
cate that neither of them follows scrupulously the 
views of the other. The agreement apparently shows 
that the two authors were not chronologically distant 
from each other by such a considerable length of time 


I ed, B, S. S. introd. p. xxii, 



52 


SANSKRIT -POETICS 


»S might- betoken a material difference in the number, 
order or definition of the poetic figures ; while the 
discrepancies may be reasonably explained as-indicat- 
ing that they did not probably draw from the same 
source. 

The special object of this particular canto in 
Bhatti being that of illustrating the various forms of 
poetic figures prevelant in his time, we may 
presume that it was probably based on a particular 
treatise on Alamkara to which the poet faithfully 
adheres. He mentions in all 38 such independent 
figures, along with 39 sub-species of some individual 
figures. He does not himself give the names of these 
figures, but they are indicated by the Jayamahgala , 
as well as in some MSS which apparently preserve 
the traditional nomenclature. These, with one trifiimr 
exception (itdara — udatta), correspond to the parti- 
cular names given to them in Bhamaha. As to the order 
or sequence of treatment, a comparative table will 
show that Bhamaha gives the first 23 figures (up to 
visesokti) in the same order as in Bhatti with the 
exception of the pairs, rupaka and dipalca, arthdntaru- 
nyma and aksepa, which are given in an inversed 
order. The rest of the figures appears with a slightly 
different arrangement, because Bhamaha admits 
dprastuta-prasamsa omitted by Bhatti, and adopts a 
somewhat different order in mentioning the five 
figures here treated in common, until we come to 
virodha. Erom here, again, the order is the same, ex- 
cepting that Bhamaha mentions bhdvika (which is 
separately illustrated in another canto by Bhatti) and 
Bhatti admits an unknown figure nipuna, ahd adds 
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heta which is expressly rejected by Bhamaha. As 
the exposition of Jayamangla shows, Bhatti generally 
follows the definitions of Bhamaha, where the figures 
are common (even in the cases of sub-species of these 
figures 1 ), with only a few exceptions. 

These exceptions, though few, are yet significant. 
They refer in particular to the figures yamaka (of 
which Bhatti mentions 20, while Bharnaha only 5 
sub-species), npamd (where the treatment of sub-species 
is slightly divergent), rTipaka (of which the four sub- 
species of Bhatti do not correspond to the two of 
Bhamaha), aprasiuta-prasarnsa omitted by Bhatti, 
and nipnita omitted by Bhamaha. At the same time, 
Bhamaha mentions but rejects prahelika, hetn , 
suksnrn, leva and vartia, of which Bhatti admits only 
hrtii (probably as an after-thought) and vartia. Bhatti 
does not recognise rvabhavolti, which is mentioned 
hut apparently disfavoured by Bhamaha. It is possi- 
ble that Bhatti's original ended naturally ’with anx, 

U 1 « ! 

i e. g. the figure ak*epa, of which the two „s^b-divisions 
uktd-vimya and vakxyama na-vpaya are found in both 
Bhamaha and Bhatti, they being unaware of the different 
interpretation of Vamana and the somewhat fine differentia- 
tions of Dandin. The same "remark applies to dlpaka and 
its three sub-species, which do not agree with the exposition 
of Bharata, Dandin or Vamaffa. Cf also the three sub-species 
of sle*a, viz. sahbkti-U' 1 upamd-sP, and hetu-hP , illustrated 
by Bhatti and mentioned by Bhamaha in iii 17, although 
later writers, like Dandin and Udbhata, speak of skm &s 
coming with many other figures. Pratlharenduraja distinctly 
alludes to this division admitted by Bhamaha: bhainaM hi 
“ tat sahbktyupa md-hetu-nirdem t trividkmn yathd" iti SltdtdSyia 
traividhyam aha (p. 47). 
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as Bhamalia’s work itself does ; but he tacked on 
hetu and nipuna 1 as two supplementary figures 
popular in his time. The bliavika, which both 
Bhamaha and Danilin call a prabandha-guna f is illustrat- 
ed by Bhatti in a separate canto (xii), entitled 
bhavihatna-pradarsa)i(i. But by far the greatest 
divergence is noticeable in the treatment of the sub- 
species of yamalca, rTipaka and upama. No two 
writers are indeed agreed with regard to the treat- 
ment and classification of yamaka, and Bhatti on this 
point is scarcely in agreement with any of the known 
writers on the subject, such as Bharata, Danilin 
Rudrata, the author of the Agm-purana and Bhoja 
among earlier authorities. Probably he is drawing 
from some old author whose work is not known to 
us 2 In the classification of rupaka, which Bhamaha 
sub-divides into sainastavastu-vimya and chadesa- 
vivarti, Bhatti seems to follow a different tradition, 
which mentions four sub-species, respectively designat- 
ed as hamalaka (v isiAdpama-y uJcta ) , avatamsaka 

- -r — -- — fcfcJL. ■ ■ ... . 

1 This figure is included in udara or udatta by Jaya- 
maiigala, while Bharatamallika and Mallinatha take it as 
an illustration of preyas on the authority of Dandin and 
Devanatha (the latter probably a commentator on Mammata 
having the same name). t . 

2 The names of some of these sub-species of yamnka 
are now lost but for the naming of them in Bhatti, and later 
authors speak in altogether different terminology. Some of 
these are apparently preserved in Bharata, who mentions as 
many as ten sub-species, but in most cases they are differ- 
ently defined. For instance, the samudga of Bhatti may bfe 
the same figure as defined by Bharata, but the yukpada of 
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(sesdrthdnvavasita or khanda-rupcika 1 ), ardha- 
rupaka and laltwmk a ( anvarthopama-yukta ). In 
the sub-species of upamd, Bhatti illustrates upamd 
with iva^md-yathd (in coimnon with Bhamaha) ; and 
his lupiopama and taddhilopama probably correspond 
to some extent to scimdsopamd and upcmiar with-yctf 
mentioned by Bhamaha ; but Bhatt i does not illus- 
trate i >rati v as t upamd of Bhamaha nor does he refer, 
to nindo 0 , prasamso 0 , acikhyaso 0 and mdlo 0 , criticised 
by Bhamaha but recognised by Dandin 2 . At the 
same time, Bhaftfs sal t<>° and sf.wio° have nothing 
directly corresponding to them in Bhamaha. 

It will be clear from this brief exposition that, 
leaving aside the sub-species, there is a general agree- 
ment between the treatments of Blud.ti and Bhamaha 
with regard to the independent poetic figures. It 

Bhatti x 2 is called vikranta by Bharata and is known as 
sandapa in Rudrata. Similarly the padAnta illustrated ' in x 
3 is called 0 aiuredita in Bharata ; while cak nivala of Bharata 
is different from the figure so named in Bhatti and seems to 
coincide with the kauri of the latter, while kauri, of 
Bharata is an altogether different sub-species It appears that 
names like vnita, mithuna, or vipatha cannot be traced in any 
of the existing works, but some of the kinds illustrated by 
Bhatti under these strange names may be found under differ- 
ent designations in other writer^ later than Bhatti. In nam- 
ing these in Bhatti, Jayamaugala is probably following a 
tradition or an authority entirely unknown to us. 

r mentioned in Vagbhalg lamkara iv 66. 

2 Bharata (xvi 49-50) mentions nindo 0 and pramvisa 0 , 
while his kalpito 0 probably corresponds to acikhyaso °. The 
kalpito 0 is admitted by Vamana (IV. 2. 2) but apparently 
defined in a different sense. 
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may be noted that Bhamaha agrees with Bhatti in 
taking ananvaya, sasaindeha, upamd-rupaka and 
utpreksdvayava as self-standing figures, while Dandin 
includes the first two in the sub-species oi upaind, 
and the last two in those of rupaka and utpreksd 
respectively . 1 Bhamaha also agrees with Bhatti 
in rejecting prdhelikd, saksnia and Icsa ; hut vdrttd 
and hetu, also similarly rejected by Bhamaha, are ad- 
mitted by Bhatti. Daiiclin expressly recognises all 
these, excepting vdriid, in place of which he probably 
admits the more comprehensive acalihdvdkti, which is 
disfavoured by Bhamaha and not illustrated by 
Bhatti- The most material discrepancy with refer- 
ence to independent figures occurs in the remarkable 
omission in Bhatti of aprastuta-prasanisd (which, like 
svabhdvdkti, is a recognised figure in later times) and 
in the occurrence of nipuna unknown in later litera- 
ture. Coming to the sub-species, however, the dis- 
crepancies are more striking. Admitting that some 
of the fine differentiations, as in the case of Dandin s 
inumeraMe sub-varieties of independent figures, may 
have been jn vented by the ingenuity of the author 
himself, this argument does not seem to apply very 
well to Bhatfi, who was himself no theorist but only 
professed to illustrate the poetic figures popular in his 
time and presumably based his treatment on some 
standard treatise. The conclusion, therefore, is likely 


i Dandin is followed in this view by all later writers, 
except Vamana, who still regards these as independent figures. 
It seems therefore that Vamana VI. 3. 33 is a criticism of 
Dandin ii 359, and not vice versa , as Peterson supposes. 
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that. Bhatti made use of a text unknown to Bhamaha 
but not materially differing from Bhamaha’s own 
sources; and that the interval between these two 
authors did not witness much change in the discussion 
of poetic figures, except what is apparent in the sim- 
plification of the treatment of yamaka and rdpaka, 
in the dropping of a figure like nipuna and adding an 
important figure or an important sub-figure like 
apras t uta-j >raia 11 isa or praLivnst>’pama respectively. 
The progress is not so remarkable as that indicated 
by the enormous stride made in the interval between 
Bharata, who mentions only four independent figures, 
and Bhatti ,who mentions thirtv-eight . 1 

tj O 

BlWLlOCiRAl’HV 

Edition. By K. i\ Trivcdt as Appendix viii to his cd. 

of Pratapa-rudra 0 in B. S. S. 1909. The work 
is named Bhamahalanikara. 

Mss. Oppert 3731 ; Madras Cal. 12920. 

Commentary. The only known comm, is Bhamaha- 
vivarana by Udbliata, which is now lost. See 
above p. 45. 

1 Although the name Bhamaha is net a c#mmon one in 
Sanskrit, it attaches itself (besides two verses in Subha «. 
1644-1645 that arc also found in our text ii 92, iii 21) to a 
commentator on Vararuci’s Pnikrta-prakZiha , who is probably 
a different author. The Kainadhcnu comm, on Vamana also 
cites several , verses from a treatise apparently on the kalas 
by Bhamaha (p. 29, ed. Benares) ; but as our Bhamaha, as well 
as his Bhamaha lamkar a (p. 39), is also cited in several places 
in the same commentary, it is possible that these verses occurr- 
ed in some lost chapter of his work where he mentioned the 
names of the kalas ( atra k alumni uddemh krto bhamahena 
preceding the verses cited). 
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The date of Daiidiu is one of the most difficult 
problems in the chronology of Alamkara literature. 
Anandavardhana does not directly cite him, as he 
cites Bhamaha, and the earliest mention of Dandin’s 
name occurs in Pratlharenduraja (p. 2G). Band ins 
own work gives us hardly any clue. His references 
to the Brhatkatha written in bhTdabham (i 38), or 
to the Setnlandha known to him in maharastrl 
version (i 3 4) throw little light, on the question; 
and no definite chronological conclusion is deducible 
from the verses ii 278-79, which express, under 
the form of the figure prey ax, the. supreme gratifica- 
tion of a cortai n king, liajavarmau (or Rata var man), 
on the occasion of his obtaining the much-coveted 
beatific vision of his adored deity. 1 The solution 

l Rajava*rman is conjectured by some (RarigAcarya’s 
i preface p. 8 ; also Agashe’s preface to Dakakuimra 0 ed B. S. 
S. pp. Ivii f)to be Rajasitnhavarman, otherwise known as, 
Narasiinhavarman II of Kafici (end of the 7th century), one 
of whose birudns (viz, klilafcila which is also a name of 
&iva), Dandin is supposed to have alluded to in iii 50; while 
iii 25 is presumed to imply a pun referring to the royal token 
( mail a-vara hd) of Calukya I’ulakcsin II. But the passage 
under discussion looks like a reference to a legendary rather 
than a contemporary prince ; and, as Pischel suggested, the 
entire verse 278 may have been taken directly from a work 
referring to his story. Cf Jacobi op. cit.. p. 214. 
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proposed to the prahelika in iii 114 (also cl iii 112) by 
T ar ana vac aspati and other commentators that it refers 
to the Pallava kings of KancI 1 only supports the 
Tamil tradition that Danilin was probably a South 
Indian author. The allusion to Dandin i 1, again, in 
a verse attributed by ^anigadhara (no. 180)toVij)a or 
Vijj;tka (whoso date is unknown but who is tenta- 
tively supposed by some to be Vijayil. wife of 
Candraditya and daughter-in-law of Pulakesin II, about 
G59 A. D.) 2 , implies merely a pleasant raillery at the 
expense of Dandin by some later boastful poetess. 

The only definite terminus to D and in’s date is 
obtained from references in South Indian vernacular 
works on Alamkara, belonging in all probability to 
the 9 th century A.D., which cite him as an established 
authority. The Sinhalese treatise Siya-bas-lakara , 
which Barnett thinks cannot in any case be later 
than the 9th century A. D.” :? , cites Dandin in v 2 as 
one of its authorities. The Kanarc.se work Kavi- 
rfijamarga, attributed to the Rastrakuta prince 
Amoghavarsa Nrptuhga (who flourished ffhout the 
first half of tin* 9th century), gives six verses 1 which 

r The phrase ada-varna occurring in the prahcliku is 
also found, as Mr. G. K. Sankara points out in the Mamandur 
Inscription of Mahendravannanjh Premacandra on Dandin 
interprets pun Jr aka instead of pallava in the verse, which fact 
indicates that it is capable of a different interpretation. 

2 See Agashe op. at. pp. lixif. 

3 JRAS , 1905, p. 841. The work has been edited by 
Hendrick Jayatilaka, Colombo 1^92. 

4 viz., those defining aslidh i?W nop a in 0 , asambkavopamU, 
anuhayaknepa, vised* kti, hctu and d^i'saybkti respectively. 
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are exact translations of corresponding verse*, in 
Daiidin. Pathak, in the introduction to liis edition 
of this work (p. 19), further adds that in ch. iii most 
of the verses “ are either translations or adaptations 
from the Kctvyddarsd ' , and that there are also con- 
vincing indications of Dandin’s “ influence on other 
parts of the work ” as well. 

This will give us the 0th century as the lower 
limit to Dandin’s work, a conclusion which may also 
be established by showing that Pandin was probably 
earlier than Vamana, who may be assigned to the 
beginning of the same period. We need not enter 
into this point in detail here, but there; are several 
unmistakable indications which show that Vamana’s 
work betrays a further progress in the elaboration 
of some of the fundamental ideas which are dealt 
with by Pandin. The stress which Dandin puts on 
the theory of rlti (which he calls mar go) is carried 
to its furthest extreme bv Vamana, who elevates 
rlti to the rank of the very essence of poetry. While 
Dandin mentions two types of mdrga, Vamana adds 
an intermediate third rlti ; and from Mammata ix 4 
we learn that Vamana was the first to suggest this 
three-fold division. 1 Again, while Bharnaha and 
Dandin apparently engage in a controversy over the 
classification of kdvya *into katlid and dkhyuyika, 
Vamana peremptorily brushes aside all discussion and 

i It is noteworthy also that Dandin is unaware of the 
more or less technical term j rlti, made so familiar by Vamana, 
but uses the almost syno'mymous expression marga, also 
used by Vamana in III. I, 12. 
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refers the curious reader to the works of “ others .” 1 
Dandin is also anxious to show, in the course of a 
long digression, that the word iva is indicative of 
ntprekm (which figure itself is admitted hy Bhamaha 
only in deference to the views of Medhavin 2 ) ; but 
to Vfimaua ( I Y. H. 9 ,vrtti) it is already an established 
fact. Such instances can be easily multiplied, but 
what is given here will he enough to indicate Barulin's 
priority to Yamana 3 , and fix the lower limit of his 

1 vac ra kat/ia khydyika maha kavyam iti tallak-<anam 
ca mil iva hydavaiigaviam ilyupckdtavi asnnibhih, tad any to 
yrTthyavi, on I.. 3. 3 2. 

2 ii SS. 

3 It is supposed by Kielhorn (with whom Peterson in 
his pref. to Da'xaknmTira* agrees) that Dandin ii 51, in which 
some of the upam~t~do*as are justified, is directed against 
Yamana IV. 2. 8f, implying thereby that Dandin is later 
than Yamana. But if we take the texts of Bhamaha, Dandin 
and Vamana together on this point, we can only make out 
the following facts. Bhamaha, in accordance with the opinion 
of Medhavin, brings forward (ii 39-40) seven upaiflfcdosas, viz., 
deficiency ( hlnalva ), impossibility (< asatabhavq ) disparity of 
gender (linga-bheda ), disparity of number ( vacana-bheda ), con- 
trariety {viparvaya), excess {adhikaiva) and non-similitude 
(asud'kya). Dandin, tacitly assuming these, only remarks 
about two pairs of them (viz., disparity of gender and number, 
excess and deficiency) that they do not necessarily disturb 
comparison if they do not .wound the cultivated sensibility. 
In this he is substantially following Bhamaha who says 
generally that the upameya cannot in every respect be similar 
to the upamana (ii 43), a dictum which is implicitly accepted 
by most later writers, who define upama as bhed&bheda- 
pradhme upama.. Therefore, deficiency etc. become, faults 
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date at the end of the 8th and the eoinmoncement 
of the 9th century 1 . 


only when they disturb the sense of appreciation of the man 
of taste. Vamana, on the other hand, mentions six upama- 
doms instead of seven, including viparyaya in ndhikn/va and 
hlnatva (IV. 2. ri with the final pointed remark: 

ata evnsimkam mate pvl do-tub. It appears, therefore, that 
Dandin ii 5 1 f is a link in the chain between Bhamaha ii 39!’ 
and Vamaha IV. 2. 8f. 

1 Pischel’s argument (pref. to Srug. tit.) that Dandin is 

identical with the author of MrcchakaUka on the ground that 

Dandin ii 362 (ed. Bibl. Indica) occurs also in that drama 

(ed. N.S.P. 1916 i 34) lands us, apart from other objections, 

in the absurdity of identifying Dandin with Bhasa as well, 

inasmuch as the same verse is also found in the Carudatta 

(i 19) and the Balacarita (i 15). The attribution, again, of the 

same verse in Sarhgadhara 3603 and Vallabhadeva 1890 to 

Bhartrmenfcha and Vikramaditva further discredits Pischel’s 
• • • 

theory. T^ie occurrence of the verse in Dandin ii 226 with 
an introductory iti K (cf Premacandra’s remarks on this point; 
only shows that Dandin did not disdain to borrow well-known 
verses for *pur poses of illustration and criticism, as he himself 
admits in a general way in i 2. It should also be noted that 
in the Bibl. Indica ed. of the text, the verse is given twice ( 1 ) 
as a half-verse quotation in ii 226 and (2) in full in ii 362. 
But this reading, on which apparently Pischel’s theory was 
based, is doubtful, and is contrary to readings in other MSS. 
In the Tibetan version of the text {JR AS, 1903), as well as in 
the Madras edition, the verse occurs only once as a half-verse 
quotation in ii 226, the full verse being omitted in tne text 
and given in the latter only in the accompanying comment- 
ary. This reading is also apparently followed in B.S.S. ed. 
of the text which is in course of publication. Pischel is hardly 
accurate- in stating that PratlhSrendu attributes this verse to 
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The upper hunt is not so easy to settle. Peterson, 
following Maliesaearidra Nvayaratna, points out 1 that 
Danilin ii 197 is a reminiscence of a passage in Buna's 
Kddambari p. 102, 1. 10 (ed. B. S. S.), and Jacobi is 
inclined to accept this view. Bana lived about 
000-647 A. IX in the reign of king Harsa, whose 
biographer he was. Jacobi also points out a resembl- 
ance between Dandin ii 002 and Mao-ha ii 4. Pathak, 
again, remarks 2 that Danilin's three-fold classification 
of barman into uiroartya , vikarya and prdpya (ii 240) 
is taken from Bhartrhari’s Vokyapadlyw iii 45 f. 
Bhartyhari, according to l-tsing, died about 051 A.T). 
while Mag ha probably belongs to the second half to 
the 7th century 3 . Thus Bana, Bhartyhari and Magha 
probably all belong the same age and flourished in 

the first half or the middle of the 7 tli century. 

* 

Dandin ; for the commentator, in the course of his discussion 
on utprck*a } simply says that Dandin has alreadj^discussed 
at great length that the verse limptlva is an illustration of 
ntprckna containing atihaya , p. 26. 

1 Pref. to Dasakuvia ra 0 , new ed. icjig, p. ix. Other such 
reminiscences arc presumed in Dandin i 45 ( = Sakuntala 
i 20, ed. M. Williams; Cf. JR AS, 1905, p. 84if), ii 286 

( = Raghu viii 57), ii 129 ( = Sakuntala i 26) etc. Taruna- 
vacaspati is of opinion (on i 2) that Dandin consulted 
the usage* of poets like Kalidasa. See other parallel passages 
collected together by Agashe (preface to DamkumaraJ pp. 
liv f). 

2 I A xli p. 237. 

3 See Kielhorn in GN > 1906, heft ii. Cf Magha ii 83 
where he shows himself fully conversant with Poetics. 
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These evidences, although suggestive, do not in 
their nature appear to be decisive ; and we are ulti- 
mately thrown upon the question of Dandin’s relation 
to Bhainaha, which might support these evidences 
and with reference to, which, indeed, the chronology 
of Dandin should be settled. If Bhamaha’s priority 
to Dandin can be definitely established, then we 
arrive with this at a more or less satisfactory limit 
to the date of the latter. The question is, no doubt, 
beset with many difficulties ; but so far as a compara- 
tive study of their respective texts indicates, the pre- 
sumption is strong in favour of Bhamaha’s priority ; 
because, while Dandin criticises Bhamaha’s innovations, 
Bhamaha apparently never does so in case of Dandin s 
innovations which are indeed much more numerous. 
The materials for such a critical study (apart from a 
consideration of their general theories) consist of 
several passages, occurring in their respective texts, 
which are either (1) identical or very similar in 
phraseology, or (*2) so closely related to each other that 
the onermuthor appears to be criticising the other. 
x\s the question has already engaged , a great deal of 
controversy 1 , which has thrashed out almost all the 
details, we will here discuss it very briefly. 

As instances of the first group of passages, we 
may cite Bh ii 81 and^D ii 214, Bh iii 52 and D iii 

i I A, 1912, p. 90 ; ibid , p. 232 ; JR AS, 1905, pp. 53$ f., 
ibid, p. 545; JRASBom xxiii p. 19; Trivedl, introd. to 
Pratapa-rudra 0 , p. 32 ; Rahgacarya’s pref. to Kavy&darha ; 
Anant&carya in Brakmavadin 1911 (also published as a pam- 
phlet) ; Jacobi in the article cited, etc. 
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363, Bh iii 5 and D ii 276, Bh iii 8 and D ii 295, Bh 
iv 8 and 1) iv 5. The verbal coincidence, indicated 
by these passages, is so striking that there can be no 
doubt that it should be ta ken as something more than 
merely accidental. It does not, however, preclude 
the possibility of their being taken from a common 
source, or being standardised definitions common 
enough in such technical treatises. 

The second group of passages, also betraying 
enough verbal similarity, is more interesting and 
important; because they certainly express contradict- 
ory views of their respective authors, if not actually 
meant as direct mutual criticism. In two of these 
passages, Bhamaha and Dandin are, each in his turn, 
rejecting an illustration which is adduced by the other, 
hut both citing the illustration in question in exactly 
identical phraseology. Thus Bhamaha rejects (ii 87) 
the figure hotn, citing the illustration yatostmn arko 
bhathidar yTmll namya /mksiuak. characterising it 
as had poetry, to which, he says, some writers give 
the name of vartld. .Dandin does not mention car Ha. 
hut approvingly cites (ii 244) the same* halt- verse 
under the figure beta, pointedly remarking that the 
illustration uuder discussion is good. Similarly, the 
half- verse himdjpahdmitni-dharair is given as an 
instance of the fault avacakg, by Bhamaha (i 41), hut 
Dandin gives the verse in lull in a different context 
(iii 120) as an example of a variety ol )>rahelikii'< 
Bhamaha apparently condemning it as faulty, while 
Dandin taking it as a piece of ingenious construction. 
Taking the examples in their contexts as quoted from 
a common source, the passages apparently indicate 
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that Dandin is not in agreement with Bhamaha (who 
condemns these) but expressly justifies their propriety. 

A closer contact of views and similarity of 
expression are to be found in those passages in this 
group, which relate to (1) the discussion of the 
comparative merits of the gaucllya and vaidarbha 
margas (Bh i 31-35 and D i 40 f) (2) the distinction 
between prose hatha and dkhydyika (Bh i 25f and 
D i 23f) and (3) the enumeration of the ten dosas 
(Bh iv 1-2 and D iv 2-4) ; and those who maintain 
Daiidin’s priority to Bhamaha hold that in these 
cases the latter is undoubtedly criticising the 
former. In the first of these instances, Bhamaha's 
remarks merely show that he is more or less in- 
different to the literary value of marga or rlti as 
modes of composition, and laughs at the distinction 
which some writers make between gaud, a and 
vidarbha types, himself giving preference, if any, to 
the former. In his opinion, as he says in the next 
verse (i 36), what is important in poetry is not rlti 
but vakrokti. It appears that the view which 
Bhamaha is c criticising was traditional or referred 
to as a matter of common controversy, as he himself 
says in this connexion : gatdmiyatika-nydydn ndna- 
khyeyam amedhasam. Jacobi points out that the 
garni a marga, long before Dandin, could never 
establish for itself a good reputation, and Baiaa 
had already condemned it as aksara-damibara 
{Harsa-carita 1. 5. 7). Dandin, on the other hand, 
attaches great importance to rlti in poetry, which 
under the name marga, occupies a considerable part 
of his treatment ; but he acknowledges, in spite 
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of his own distinguishing of two such extreme 
types as gauda and vaidarbha, that there are various 
other intermediate modes finely differentiated (i 40), 
and that the types admitted by him are not capable 
of exact definition (i 10 if), although he himself 
prefers the vaidarbha. ft may also be added that 
Bhamaha is unaware of the peculiar analysis of marga 
given by Danilin with reference to the ten essential" 
gunas, but he mentions casually (and not in 
connexion with rUi) only three gunas which may 
be admitted in all good composition. The respect- 
ive characterisation, again, of the two rltis has 
hardly any point of contact, and Bhamaha’ s remarks, 
if supposed to be levelled against Dandin in 
particular, are certainly off the mark : for each of 
them approaches the subject from the standpoints of 
entirely different schools of opinion 1 . 

Similar remarks apply to the other two cases, 
in which one hardly finds any direct reference by 
Bhamaha to Dandin. Dandin * does not accept 
as characteristic or essential those marks T>f distinct- 
ion between a hatha and akhyayika which Bhamaha 
enumerates, and apparently quotes in this connexion 
the half-verse i 29a from Bhamaha i 27b. The 
distinction, denied by Dandin, is admitted, along 
with Bhamaha, by earlier ?is well as later writers ; 
for Bafl.a designates his Harsa-carita as a katha 
and his Kadambarl as an akhyayika 9 , and some 
such distinction is also implied by the A.maTQ>ko8a. 
With regard to the other passages which enumerate 

1 This point will be discussed in detail below, in Part II. 

2 See Tarunavacaspati’s remarks on Dandin i 25. 
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the dosas, it appears that Bbftmaha, following the 
traditional recounting of ten orthodox gunas (cf 
Bharata xvi 84 1 ), mentions the same number, but 
adds that iwatijha-lietv-drstdnla-Mnatvn is not 
desirable in poetry (iv 2). At (he same time this 
eleventh defect is interesting to him from the 
standpoint of logical exposition, and lie deals with 
if in v If, apparently considering that defective 
logic is also to be looked upon generally as a notable 
Haw in composition. Dandin enumerates the 
same ten gunas in exactly similar phraseology, 
and conservatively maintains the view that the 
so-called eleventh fault is difficult to judge and un- 
profitable to discuss 2 . 

1 The definitions, however, do not agree. See Jacobi 
op. cit. pp. 222 f. 

2 Emphasis is also put on some verbal resemblance 
between Bh i 22 and D i 21-22. In these passages, however, 
the standpoints of the two theorists arc quite distinct, 
although they use similar phrases. Bhamaha here expresses 
his disapproval of a disastrous ending, perhaps in conformity 
with a similar conventional prohibition in the drama. Dandin. 
on the otbea hand, takes the ultimate triumph of the hero 
for granted, and does not trouble himself about the 
admittedly forbidden tragic ending. He only means to 
express the view that it will be artistically more effective 
if the rival of the hero is £ set forth at the outset in all his 
glory and then his downfall is secured through the superior 
virtue of the hero himself. One does not also find any 
point in Bhamaha ii 37-38, which criticises the classification 
of the figure upatm into many sub-varieties (like nindo * , 
prasmnso 0 and acikhyaso °) but which is taken by some to 
imply an attack on Dandin’s elaborate sub-division of the 
same figure. The tri-praka ratvam cannot possibly refer 



DANDIN 


69 


From the above discussion, the conclusion is 
very probable that Dandin was familiar with the 
text of Bhamaha whom, as a notable predecessor 
expresssing contrary views, he could hardly ignore. 
On this point we have the almost unanimous testi- 
mony of Danilin’s commentators', who expressly 
state that in most of these disputed passages Dandin 
controverts the earlier opinions of Bhamaha. It 
will not l>e necessary, therelore, to enter into the 
details of their respective theories, which not only 
indicate some fundamental and important differences, 
as one should expect in writers belonging to two 
different schools of opinion, but also the fact that 
Dandin, in dealing with most of the topics, has 
gone into greater details and finer distinctions, 
apparently betokening that in his age the study 
was more advanced and fraught with greater 
complexity than in that of Bhamaha 2 . 

to Dandin, who mentions not three but thirty-two sub- 
varieties; while nindo " , pyammso* etc. are also mentioned 
by Bharata. 

1 e. g. Tarunavucaspati on i 33-24, 29 ; *ii 235, 237, 
358 ; iv 4 etc ; Harinatha on i 15 (cited in A Bod 206b) ; 
Vadijaiighfda on i 21. 

2 sec, for instance, their respective views on riti, guna 
and dosa, on (do ioi'u vet (which )*ist element Dandin does not 
distinguish fundamentally from ^unfits, ii 3 )> °u vakvokti (Bh ii 
85 and D ii 362), their respective order of treatment of alam- 
karas (which Bhamaha deals with in successive groups, while 
Dandin’s thirty-five independent poetic figures are given as 
if they are well recognised), Dandin s minute and fine 
differentiation of infinite sub-species of individual figures, 
their respective treatment of yatndka, ttpama, utpftkaa, 
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If this conclusion of Bhamaha’ s probable priority 
is accepted, then we get his date as the upper limit 
to that of Dandin, the lower limit being, as already 
discussed, the same as that of Bit am alia, namely 
the date of CJdbhatas contemporary, Vilmana. 
Band in. therefore, flourished probably in the begin- 
ning or in the first half of the 8th century. 

( 3 ) 

There cannot be any doubt that Dandin, like 
Bhamaha, must have been indebted to his prede- 
cessors ; and if he does not mention any one of 
them by name, he gives enough evidence of his 
having utilised their works, including that of 
Bhamaha. Dandin, however, makes a general 
acknowledgement in i 2. and refers to the opinions 
of ‘‘others” and of “learned men” (e. g. i 9, 10, ii a 4) : 
while he makes ( .no secret of his having “observed” 
and 'probably borrowed his illustrations from earlier 
poets, to whom reference is made in i 80,100 ; ii 65, 
228, 225, c56S, iv 7, 82, 42, a 7 ’ . The Ilfdat/uhgiwtu 
commentary on i 2 mentions in particular two 
authors, named Kasvapa and Vararuei, whose 
works Dandin is supposed to have utilised. These 
may be mythical or traditional names : hut Kasyapa 
is also mentioned by another admirer of Dandin’s 

nnanvaya and sgsamdeha, upnma-rTipaka and utprekmvayava 
(which last four Dandin does not accept as independent 
figures) etc. These points will be discussed in detail in 
the next volume. 

i See this point discussed in Agashe op. cit, pp. liii f. 
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who composed the Sinhalese rhetorical work already 
referred to. One Kasyapa is cited by Panini in 
VIII. 4.67, and a grammarian Kasyapa, as Aufrecht 
notes, is quoted by Madhava. 

Pischel 1 has already negatived the suggestions 
of Premaeandra Tarkavaglsa 9 , Peterson 3 and 
Jacobi 4 that D and in in i 12 refers by the word 
chando-viciti to a treatise of his own, so named, 
on the subject of prosody. The word, however 
as indicated by Danilin himself in the same verse, 
by his reference to it as si t cidya, does not necessarily 
mean any particular treatise but the science of 
prosody in general ; for which, in addition to the 
references given by Pischel, one need only cite 
llajasekliara p. 6 and Hemaeaiidra, Comm. p. a. 
In iv 49, again, Danilin refers to a kala-pariccheda , 
which Peterson takes to be a clear reference to 
another work of Danilin's ; but it is more likely that 
this was an additional or supplementary chapter 
to Ids Kavyddarsa, as Tarunavacasp&ti suggests (p. 
2t>2). It is noteworthy that the Kaniadhenu 
commentary on Vamana similarly quotes from a 
lost work or chapter of Bhamaha’s on the katas 5 . 

( ^ ) 

THE COMMENTATORS ON DANDIN 

The commentaries on Dandin, as the following 
Bibliography will show, are numerous. Most of 

i Pref. to Sing. til. p. 14 f. 2 On Dandin i 12. 

3 Introd to Dasakumara p. ix-x 4 Ind. Stud, xvii p. 44. 

5 See above p. 57 footnote. 
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these are comparatively modern, excepting perhaps 
that of Taruiiavaeaspati as well as the anonymous 
commentary called Hrdayaiigamci. hoth printed in the 
Madras edition. With this exception, they are hardly 
useful for a historical or critical study of Danilin. 

Bibliography 

Editions. (l) Bibl. Ind. 1863, by Premacandra Tarkavagisa, 
reprinted by Bhavadeva Cattopadyaya, Cal- 
cutta 1881 (2) by Jlvananda Vidyasagara 1882 
etc (3) edited and translated by Bohtlingk, 
Leipzig 1890 (4) with two comms. (one of 
Tarunavacaspati and the other entitled Hrday- 
angama) by Rahgacarya, Madras 1910 (5) by 
S.K. Belvalkar and Rahgacarya B. Raddi with 
Sansk. comm, and English notes in B.S.S. (in 
course of publication : pt. i (1919) and pt. ii 
first half (1920), already published). Our re- 
ferences are to the Madras edition unless 
otherwise indicated : this edition divides the 
workc into four chapters instead of three. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 102b, 779a, ii 20a, 193b, iii 22b; SCC vii 
20, 22, 33.; KBod 485, 486 ; Madras Cat. 
12830-33. 

Commentaries. (1) by Tarunavacaspati, Madras Cat. 12834 
(printed in Madras ed). It appears to be an 
old comm. It does not refer, as other comms. 
mostly written in comparatively 1 ecent times 
do, to very late authors. But as it cites (on i 
40) Bhoja ii 28, as well Dasarupaka i 8 (in 
comm, on i 31), it cannot be placed very 
early. This commentary£(on i 30) also refers to 
a poet Hastimall who may be the Jaina poet 
Hastimallasena whose dramas and poems 
are mentioned in Oppcrt. 
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(2) Utdayaiigama by an anonymous author. 
Madras Cat. 12833 (printed in the same). 

(3) ° Marjana by Harinatha, son of Visva- 
dhara. A Bod 206b ; Peterson vi p. 30 (extract). 
Harinatha also wrote a comm, on Bhoja’s 
Sarasvaf>,-k° . He must be later than Kesava 
Misra whose work on Alamkara he cites. 

(4) 0 M uktdvall by Narasimha-suri, son of 
Gadadhara and grandson of Krsna-sarman. Mitra 
2394 (Aufrecht i 102b). 

(5) ° Candrika by Trisaranatatabhlma. Men- 
tioned in Hall's Index p. 63. 

(6) Rasika-ra ajanl by Visvanatha. Oppert 
4112 (Aufrecht i 103a). 

(7) ° V ivyti or KZivya-tattva-viveka-kaumnda 
by Krsnakimkara Tarkavagisa BhafctAcarya of 
Gopalapura in Bengal. IOC 1497. 

(8) Comm, by Vadijahghala (or "ghahghala). 
Stein pp. 61, xxviii, extract no 1179). The Report 
of Peripatetic Party of Madras MSS Lib. 
igif-ig mentions a recent acquisition of this 
comm, for the Library. 

(9) Comm, by Bhaglratha. Aulrect i 102b. 

(ro) Comm, by Vijayananda. Aufrecht i 102b. 

( 1 1) 0 Vaimalya-vidhciyim by MalJjnatha, son of 
Jagannatha. Aufrecht ii 20a. This is perhaps the 
same Mallinatha as is referred to by Visvesvara 
in Alamkaus 0 , p. 69 as a commentator on 
KZivyadarm ; and # he should be distinguiscd 
from the better known Kolacala Mallinatha. 

(12) Comm, (incomplete) by Tribhuvancandra, 
otherwise called Vadisiinha, a Jaina. HPS 
iii, no. 57. 

(13) anonymous comms. in Mitra 29 7, Oppert 

7903 ; SCC \ ii 21. A comm by Dharmavacaspati 

id 
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in Oppert 2581 is probably a mistake for 
Tarunavacaspati. Regnaud (Rhetorique, p. 367 
fn) also mentions a commentary by Vacaspati 
and refers to Taylor ii 501 : which probably 
refers also to this commentary. 
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( i ) 

Udbhata, who wrote a commentary on Bhamaha 
as well as utilised the latter’s work in his Kavydlam- 
kara-samgraha, certainly lived before the final ex- 
position of the dhvani- theory by Anandavardhana 1 2 
who, in the middle of the 9th century, actually cites 
Bhatta Udbhata twice at pp. 96, 108. Udbhata’ s 
name indicates that he was probably a Kashmirian. 
Kalhana (iv 495) mentions a certain Bhatta Udbhata 
who was a sabhapati of king Jayaplda of Kashmir 
(about 779-813 A.D.); and Biihler, 3 to whom we owe 
the discovery of Udbhata s work in Kashmir, identifies 
him with the author of the Kavydlamkara-samgraha . 
Accepting this identification, we should, however, 
place the most flourishing period of Udbhata’s acti- 
vity, as Jacobi points out, in the first part of 
J ayapida’s rather long reign ; because this sovereign 
in the latter part of his career appears to have alien- 
ated the Brahmans by his oppression of the people. 
Udbhata, therefore, should foe assigned to the end of 
the 8th century, and he may have lived into the 
beginning of the 9th. 

1 Cf the opinions of Pratlharenduraja ( p. yg, 1 . i8f ), 
Ruyyaka and Jayaratha (p. 3) and Jagannatha (pp. 414-5). 

2 Kashmir Rep . p. 65. 
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Besides a lost Bhcmalia-vivarana , Pratiharendu 
tells us (p. 15) that Udbhata wrote a poem, called 
Kumar a- sambhava, from which are taken most of the 
illustrations in the text. 


( 2 ) 


MUKULA AND PRATT H AREN DTIBAJA. 

Pratlharendumja Udbhata’ s commetator, was, as 
he himself tells us, a native of Koi'ikana and a pupil 
of Mukula. Mukula is known to us as the author of 
AlMdha.-vrtti-matrka, a work on the grammatico- 
rhetorieal question of abhidhu. From the last verse of 
this work we learn that the author’s father was Bhatta 
Kalinin who lived, according to Kalhana v GO, in the 
reign of Avnntivarman of Kashmir (855-884 A.D.) 1 2 , 
and was therefore a contemporary of Ratnakara and 
Anandavardhana. Accepting Kalhana’s statement, 
Mukula should* be placed roughly towards the end 
of the 9th century and the beginning of the 10th. 
His pupil % Pratlharenduraja, therefore, belongs ap- 
proximately to the first half of the 10th century. 3 In 
his commentary on Udbhata, called Lagh uvrtti, 
Pratiharendu quotes from Bhamaha, Dandin , Vamana, 
the Dhvanydlohct and Rjudrata, actually naming the 
first three, and appears to be fairly familiar with the 
dfwani- theory, as explained by Anandavardhana, to 
which, however, he does not subscribe. 

1 Biihler op. cit. pp. 66 , 78. 

2 Cf PischeJ, Pref. to Srng.til. p. 12. 
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Peterson appears to suggest 1 the identification of 
Pratiharenduraja with Bhattenduraja, whom Abhi- 
navagupta refers to as asmad-upadhyaya in his Locana 
(pp. 25, 43, 116, 207, 213) as well as in his commen- 
tary on Bharata, where this teacher is quoted some- 
times simply as upadhyaya. At the commencement 
and close of his Locana 2 3 , Abhinavagupta indicates 
Ins immense indebtedness to this teacher, and in one 
place (p. 160), we find in his praise the somewhat 
grandiloquent epithet ridrat-kavi-sahfdaya-cakra- 
vartin ; which together with the fact that Abhinava 
also indicates that he learnt kdvya from Bhattenduraja 
will go to support the conjecture that this preceptor 
was apparently well-versed in both the theory and 
practice of poetry. Although chronology does not 
stand in the way, there are several reasons which 
might induce one to distinguish the two Indurajas. 
From Abilina va’s commentary on the Bhagavadgxta 8 , 
we learn that Bhatteudu was the son of Sribhfitiraja 
and grandson of Saucuka of the Katyayana-gotra ; 
but of PratTharendu’s genealogy or personal history 
we know nothing, except that he was h Kauhkana 
and a pupil of Mukula 4 * * * . Bhattendu appears chiefly 


1 Introd. to Su&h&s 0 , p. n ; but contra in Aufrecht i 59a. 

2 ed. Kavyamala p. 1 ; an<kch. iv (p. 42) in the Journal 

of the Dept, of Letters, Calcutta University, 1923. 

3 Biihler op. cit. pp. 80 and cxlvii-viii. 

4 It is curious that Abhinava, who takes care to refer 

to most of his teachers and “ teacher of teachers ” ( parama - 

guru), should have omitted a reference to Mukula, whose 

work, if he was a parama-guru, should have been important 
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as a poet, who wrote, as Abhinava’s quotations show, 
in Sanskrit and Prakrit, and whose verses apparently 
supplied a ready source of apt poetic illustrations to 
his pupil’s works, probably inspired by himself. If 
some of his opinions on rasa and allied topics are 
quoted by Abhinava in his commentary on Bharata, 
they bear no kinship to Pratfharendu’s views, as ex- 
pressed in the latter’s commentary on TJdbhata. 
Although the prefixes Bhatta and Prathfhara, being 
mere honorific titles, need not make any serious 
difference, Abhinava’s citation of his teacher always 
as Bhattenduraja (and never as Pratlharenduraja) is 
somewhat remarkable : and in view of the fact that 
these two Indurajas were probably contemporaries, 
might this not indicate that Abhinava meant to 
imply a difference ( The two writers are never 
confused evon in later anthologies, for the poet is 
always designated as Induraja or Bhattenduraja. 
The conjecture, ^ therefore, is not unlikely that 
Abhiuava’s teacher may have been the poet Bhatt- 
enduraja, who is quoted under this designation in 
Kseinendra' s two works 1 as veil as in the poetical 
anthologies 9 of Sarhgadhara, Valla bhadeva and 

to him, inasmuch as it is deals with the quasi rhetorical quest 

ion of the functions of word aSnd its sense. 

# 

1 Aucit. vie. under */. 20, 31 ; Snvrtta-tU 0 under */. 2, 24, 
29 . 30 - 

2 The verse pardrthe vah pldani, ascribed to Induraja 
in the Paddhati of Sarhgadhara (1052) is quoted anonymous- 
ly twice by Anandavardhana (pp. 53, 218). a fact which, 
however, is not decisive ; because Abhinava’s commentary is 
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Jalhana. The commentator Pratlharendura-ja, on 
the other hand, was never known for his poetical 
pretensions, and was chiefly a writer on Poetics, who 
obviously belonged in his views to the older system 
of Udbhata, and did not, like Abhinava, believe in 
the newly established doctrine of dhvani, with which, 
however, he appears to be fully conversant. Referring 
to this now theory of Anandavardhana, Pratiharendu 
states in one place (p. 79) that what is known as 
dhvani and taken to be •' the soul ” of Poesy by 
some thinkers is included implicitly by his author 
Udbhata, in the treatment of some of the poetic 
iigures under discussion, and therefore need not be 
separately considered. The standpoints of Pratfhar- 
enduraja and Abhinava are so divergent that it is 
difficult to admit any spiritual relationship between 
the two ; for the former was in no way an adherent 
of the dhvani- theory, of which Abhinava was a recog- 
nised advocate. 


BIBILOOBAHPY 

Udbhata 

Editions, (i) Text ed. by Jacob in JR AS, 189 7, pp. 829-53; 

(2) Text with Pratlharenduraja's comm, by 
M. R. Telang, N, S. P. 1915 (this edition is 
useful for its comm., but some verses occurring 

silent as to the authorship of this verse, which occurs in 
Bhallata-hataka 56 and is ascribed to another poet Yasas 
in the Subha #° 947. The Sadukti-karnam' ta attributes it to 
Vakpati, while Hemacandra (Comm. p. 257) and -Jayaratha 
(p. xo8) cite it anonymously. 
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iii the comm, are given mistakenly as ktxrika- 
verses) (3) by Banahatti, announced in B. S. S. 
Our references are to Telang’s edition, unless 
otherwise indicated. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 66b. 


Mukula 

Edition. By M. R. Telang N. S. P. 1916. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 24b, ii 5a ; WBod 1164. 

Pratlharenduraja 

Edition. With the text of Udbhata in N. S. P. 1915. 
MSS. Aufrecht i 59a. 
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( i ) 

The upper limit to Vamana’s date is given hy 
his own quotation (IV. 3. 6 vrtti) from the TJttara- 
rama-carita (i 38) of Bhavabhuti, who is known to 
have flourished under the patronage of Yasovarman, 
king of Kanauj, in the first quarter of the 8th cen- 
tury 1 . The lower limit is given by Bajasekhara’s 
quotation (p. 14) from Vamana 1.2. 1-3, and his refer- 
ence to the Vamanlyas, which indicates that by the 
end of the 9th century Vamana had a respectable 
number of followers going by his name. We learn 
also from Abhinavagupta ( Locana , p. 37) that Vamana 
was probably known, in the middle of the 9th cen- 
tury, to Anandavardhana who, however, never direct- 
ly cites Vamana but seems to refer, in a manner not 
to be mistaken, to the latter’s ri<i-theory in his vrtti 
on iii 52. Like Bhamaha, Danilin and Udbhata, 
Vamana probably lived before the dhvatii- theory, 
under Anandavardhana, came into prominence ; and 
Pratlharenduraja, who professes a great reverence for 
Vamana’s views, expressly states (p. 81), while dis- 
cussing alamkdra-dhvani, that in such cases Vamana 

i Raja-tar ang° iv 144. Bhandarkar, pref. to Malatl- 
madkava pp. xiiif; S. P. Pandit in pref. to Gaudavaho p. 
lxviif ; WZKM ii 332b Vamana also quotes Subandhu and 
Bana (ed. Cappeller pp. 38, 68). 

11 
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has employed the term vakrokt/i (IV.3.8) \ We will 
not be wrong, therefore, if we fix the lower limit of 
Vamana’ s date at the middle of the 9th century 3 . 

These considerations make it probable that Vamana 
lived between the middle of the 8th and the middle 
of the 9th century, and justify Buhicr’s identification, 
in deference to Kalhana iv 497 and ‘‘ the tradition of 
Kasmlrian Pandits”, of our Vamana with the 
Vamana, who was a minister of Jayaplcla of Kashmir 
(779-813 A.D.). This conclusion makes Udbhata and 
Vamana contemporaries and rivals ; and the way in 
which Rajasekhara, Hemacandra and Jayaratha refer 
to the two rival schools of Vamanlyas and Audbhatas 
lends colour to such a supposition. 

The vrtti on the shtras, called kavi-j>riya, is com- 
posed, as its maiigala-sloka indicates, by Vamana 
himself (cf IV. 3. 33). 


( 2 ) 

It has already been noted that Vamana, in many 

1 Even supposing with Jacobi that Vamana was con- 
temporaneous with the anonymous Dhvanikara, he cannot 
yet be shown to have been influenced in any way by the 
opinions of that school. The remarks of Ruyyaka (p. 7) and 
Jayaratha apparently support the trend of Pratiharenduraja’s 
opinion, and Jayaratha expjessly says, with reference to these 
old writers, that they were unaware of the views of the 
Dhvanikara ( dhvanikara-matam cbhir nn drxLim, p. 3), Dhvani- 
kara being, in Jayaratha’s opinion, the same as Anandavardha- 
na himself. 

2 Cappeller’s thesis propounded (in Vamana' s Htilrcgeln 
pp. iiif ; also pref. to his ed. pp. viifj that Vamana should be 
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respects, attempts to improve upon the system of' 
Dandin. Vamana does not claim entire originality 
with regard to the illustrations he cites, and many 
of them may be traced to well-known sources. The 
rifi-theory itself, which Vamana for the first time 
clearly aud systematically enunciates, is probably 
older that Bhamaha, who alludes to the classification 
of the gaudl and vaidarblu; and Vamana himself 
cites from unknown expositors of the past, e.g. in his 
vrtti on I. 2. 11, 12-13, 3. 15, 29, 32; II. 1 . 18, 2. 19 ; 
III. 1 . 2, 9, 25, 2. 15 ; IV. 1 . 7 etc., with atra slokah 
or tatha ctlhnh. While Dandin supplies an import- 
ant link between these unknown authors and Vamana, 
we find the theory in its completely self-conscious 
form in the latter. But it appears to have languished 
after Anandavardhana came into the field, in spite of 
the fact that Vamana’s influence apparently created 
a school known in later times as the Vamaniya. 
To this school probably belonged Mangala, who must 
have been a comparatively early writer, being cited 
by Rajasekhara (pp. 11,14, 16, 20). Mahgala, we 
are. told by Hemacandra (Comm. p. 195), ’agrees with 
Bharata in his definition of ojas, and maintains with 
Vamana that Dandin is not right in emphasising it 
in the gaudl riti, inasmuch as it is common to all 
the ritis. This is all we. hear about this writer, 
but all these indicate that in his opinions he leaned 


placed later than iooo A.D. is disproved entirely by the 
quotations given above. Cf Pischel op. cit. pp. 23k The 
mention of Kaviraja need not, as Pischel shows, of itself 
place Vamana as late as 1000 A.D. 
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towards the system of Vamana. A poet Mahgala 
is quoted in the Sadtikti-kanuimrta. 

( • > ) 

THE COMMENTATORS ON VAMANA 

The existing commentaries on Vamana are mostly 
late, and are therefore hardly acceptable to a historic- 
al and critical student The Kdmndhemt by a South 
Indian prince, Gopendra Tippa Bhupal a, i- ;> lucid 
exposition of the text, and its popularity is indicated 
by its frequent publication in India. 

BniLiOGRArnv 

Editions, (i) by Cappeller, Jena 1875 (2) Kavyamfila 15, 
1880 (3) by Borooah,’ Calcutta 1883 (4) Gratha- 
pradaraini, 1895 (5-6) with Kamadhenu comm. 
Ben. S. S., 1908, and SrTvanl-vilftsa Series 5, 
Srirarigarn 1909. Eng. Trans], by Gaiiganatha 
Jha, Allahabad (no date), published origin- 
, ally in the Indian Thought vol iii-iv. Our 
references are to the Benares edition, unless 
otherwise indicated. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 103a, 779a, ii 20b ; iii 22b ; HP S ii 28 
(Kavipriya entered here is apparently the 
vrtti so named) ; SCC vii 24 ; KBud 487 ; 
Madras Cat. 12837-12845. 

Commentaries. (1) Kamadhenu by Gopendra (or Govinda) 
Tfipurahara (Tippa) Bhiipala, apparently a 
South Indian prince. He cites, among numer- 
ous other authors, Vidyadhara, Vidyanatha, 
Bhatta Gopala (the commentator on Mam- 
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mata ?), Ghantapatha (apparently of Mallinatha) 
and Dharmadasa Suri’s Vidagdha-mukha- 
mawlana. Me is thus later than the 14th centu- 
ry. He cites a work called Kavi-gaja-hkma* Ed. 
with the text in Grantha-pradarsim 1895 ; in 
the Ben. S. S. and in the SrlvanT-vilasa Press. 
Our references are by pages to the Benares Ed. 
MSS: Aufrecht i 1 03a, ii 22b; Madras Cat. 
12842-45. 

2) SlUiitya-sarvasva by Mahe-'vara < IOC 566. 
AJhui 207b). See under SiTvatsal luchana 
(under ( ommentator-' on Maminata below 1 



VII RUDRATA AND RUDRABHATTA 


( i ) 

The lower limit of Rudrata’s date is furnished by 
the citation of Rudrata and the reference to his 
kaku-vakrokti figure (ii 1 6) by Rajasekhara (p. 31) 
at the end of the 9th and beginning of the 10th 
century. This conclusion is supported by two con- 
siderations. Vallabhadeva who, as we shall presently 
see, flourished in the first half of the 10th century, 
mentions twice in his commentary on Magha (on iv 
21 and vi 28) that he also composed a commentary 
oil Rudrata’s treatise on Alamkara, where he had 
discussed in detail the points in question ; while in 
the same commentary Hultzsch notes numerous 
references, mostly anonymous, to Rudrata (ii 44,88 ; 
viii 26,37 ; ix 6; x 38; xii 55; xiii 4o) 1 . Again, 
Pratlharenduraja, about the same time, quotes anony- 
mously (pp 42, 49) Rudrata’s &m&a-verses vii 35 
and xii 4 , as well as cites (p. 43) the illustrative 
stanza in Rudrata vii 36 3 . This sets aside altogether 
the conjectural date, viz. „the second half of the 1 1th 
century, assigned by Biihler 3 , as well as his revised 

1 See Hultzsch’s pref. to his edition of Meghaduta 
with Vallabha’s comm., London 191 1, p. x-xi. This Valla- 
bhadeva must be distinguished from the compiler of the 
Subhas 0 who bears the same name. 

2 Cf Pischel in GgA, 1885, p. 764. 

3 Kashmir Rep, p. 67, 
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date 1 , viz, the middle of the 10 th century, which 
Peterson 2 first put forward. 

The upper limit cannot be so definitely settled; 
but it seems probable that Rudrata was younger than 
Bhamfiia, Dandin and Yam an a, with regard to whose 
date his own time to be settled. We need not go so 
far as to hold with Jacobi 3 that Rudrata derived his 
idea of vakrokti from Ratnakara’s well-known poem 
Vakrdkti-pancasika, and therefore was later than 
Ratnakara, son of Amrtabhanu, who lived under 
Brhaspati and Avantivarman ; but it is clear that if 
this new idea of vakrokti did not originate in Ratna- 
kara or even in Rudrata, it was defined for the first 
time by the latter and illustrated by the former as a 
particular poetic figure. This verbal figure is des- 
cribed as resting on slesa (paronomasia) and kaku (into- 
nation) and is based on a deliberate misunderstanding 
of one’s words for the purpose of making a clever 
retort (Rudrata ii 14-17). Bhamaha (ii 85), on the 
other hand, had taken vakrokti, ribt as a particular 
poetic figure, but as a certain strikingness of ex- 
pression which characterises all poetic figures ; while 
Dandin had limited the range of vakrokti and made it a 
collective name for all poetic figures with the exception 
of svabhavokti (ii 362 and comm, thereon). Vamana 

1 I A xii 30. 

2 Peterson, ip. 14; also introd. to Subhas 0 p. 105. 
Their arguments are based on the date of Nami sadhu’s com- 
mentary on Rudrata, which is now known to be dated in 1069 
A.D. See below on Nami-sadhu. 

3 WZKM ii 15 1 f. 
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was the first to regard vakrokti as a special poetic 
figure ( arthdlamkara ), but he too used the expression 
in a more or less general sense to denote a particular 
mode of metaphorical expression based on laksam or 
transferred sense (IV. 3. 8) 1 . Prom this it appears 
that (1) the term vakrokti travelled through all these 
writings from a very broad sense as the distinguishing 
characteristic of all poetic figures to the precise and 
narrow signification of a specific verbal poetic figure 
in Rudrata’s definition ; a definition which, however, 
unquestionably established itself in all later writers 
(except in Kuntala who developed his idea directly 
from Bhamaha) ; (2) the order of development points 
apparently to the conclusion that Rudrata was pro- 
bably later than Bhamaha, Danilin and Vamana; for 
in his time the broader and older connotation of vak- 
rokti was out of date, and it came to be looked upon 
as a defined species of sabddlamkara ; and (3) its illus- 
tration by Ratnakara indicates its existence, indepen- 
dently of Rudrata, in the 9th century A.D. Those 
indication./ make it probable, apart from a detailed 
examination of Rudrata’s other theories in relation 
to those of Bhamaha, Dandin and Vamana, that the 
substance of Rudrata’s teaching was probably later 
than that of these older writers. If this conclusion is 
accepted, then Rudrata should be placed after 
Vamana, who is the latest member of this group ; and 
this ‘gives us the upper limit to his date. 

It seems probable, therefore, that Rudrata should 
be placed between the first quarter of the 9th century 


i Cf Jacobi in ZDMG lxiv. 
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and its end ; and it will not be wrong if we accept 
the most plausible date assigned to him by Pischel 1 , 
viz., the middle of the 9th • century 2 . This date 
makes him a contemporary of Anandavardhana, who 
never cites or refers to Rudrata, as he does to other 
well-known predecessors, and by whom this peculiar 
alamkarika connotation of vakrokti, if known, was 
not apparently recognised. 


( 2 ) 


What is said here about Rudrata does not apply to 
lludra or Rudrabhatta, although Pischel 3 , Weber 4 , 
Aufrecht 5 and Biihler 6 take the two authors to be 
identical. This identity is declared doubtful by 
Peterson 7 and is not admitted by Durga.prasa.da 8 and 

1 Pref. to Snlg.til. pp. 12, 26. 

2 The suggestion of Jacobi that Rudrata, whose name 
implies that he was a Kashmirian, was a contemporary of 
Sahkaravarman of Kashmir, successor of Avantivarman, does 
not make any essential difference to our conclusion, although 
it is not certain that the example of vakrokti , given by 
Rudrata in ii 15 was at all prompted by Ratnakara, whose 
work contains similar railleries between Siva and Gaurl. 

3 Pref. to Srng. til. ; ZD MG xlii, pp. 296-304, 435. 

4 Ind. Stud. xvi. t 

5 ZDMG xxvii pp. 80-1, xxxvi p. 376; Cat. Bod. 209b ; 
Cat. Cat. pp. 528b, 530a. 

6 Kashmir Rep. p. 67. 

7 Rep . i p. 14 ; pref. to Subha-f pp. 104-5 5 but contra in ii 
19 footnote. 

8 Footnote to the ed. of Srng.til. p. 1 . 


12 
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Trivedl 1 . Filially, Jacobi has set at rest this contro- 
versy by showing elaborately, from an examination 
of their respective texts, that these two writers were 
in all probability different persons 2 . 

From v 15 of the Kavydlamkara of Rudrata, as 
interpreted by Naini-sadhu, it appears that Rudrata, 
also called Satananda, was the soil of Bhatta Vamukha 
and a follower of the Sama-veda. Rudrabhatta’s 
genealogy or personal history is unknown. But much 
has been made of the apparent similarity of the two 
names. The last verse of the 8 fiigara-tilaka , how- 
ever, expressly gives the name of its author as 
Rudra, with which description most of the MSS 
agree 3 ; while both Naini-sadhu and Vallabha call 
the author of the Kavydlamhara by the name of 
Rudrata. They belong, again, apprently to two 
different religious persuasions, Rudra being a worship- 
per of $iva, and Rudrata omitting a reference to this 

1 Notes to his ed. of Ekavall p. 3. 

2 WZKM ii pp. 151-56; Z DMG xlii pp. 425k 

3 With the curious exception of a Kashmirian MS in 
Sarada character (Biihler’s Kashmir Rep . no. 264) where the 
name in given as Rudrata. This unique testimony raises a 
legitimate suspicion, but it can be explained as a piece of not 
unnatural confusion made by a Kashmirian scribe, to whom 
the more famous name of 5-udrata must have been more 
familiar. The same remark applies to the South Indian 
MS in Madras Cat. 12955, in which, however, thes last verse 
gives the name as Rudra. This evidence, however, of the 
colophons of MSS is not decisive} and it is well known the 
that even later anthologies and writers of note make a 
similar confusion between the two authors. 
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deity and mentioning instead BhavanI and Murari 
(besides the usual Ganesa). 

Taking the works themselves, Rudrata’s text 
covers a much larger ground than Rudra’s, and 
presents a distinctly different outlook. Rudrata puts 
a greater emphasis on the kavydlamlcaras or poetic 
figures, which supply, as Nami-sadhu points out, the 
name of the work itself, and which absorb its eleven 
chapters, leaving only four concluding chapters for a 
brief supplementary treatment of rasa, the cognate 
topic of nayaka-myikd and the general problems of 
poetry. The key stone of Rudra’s system, on the 
other hand, is the idea of rasa, having special refer- 
ence to sfhgara, with just a summary description of 
the other rasas ; and the chief value of his work con- 
sists in his minute poetical treatment of the theme of 
spigdra-rasa and ndyaka-ndyiJcd. It will appear, 
therefore, that while Rudrata’ s scope and method 
are more ambitiously theoretical and comprehensive, 
Rudrabhatta merely singles out a part of the whole 
subject, and not troubling himself about definitions 
and rules (which appear almost word for \tord as in 
Rudrata) gives us, in his apt and finely composed 
illustrative verses, a practical poetical manual on 
the subject of love and other sentiments. Jacobi, 
therefore, rightly remarks ,that “ Rudrata appears 
as an original teacher of poetics, while Rudra, at 
his best an original poet, follows, as an expounder 
of his mstra, the common herd.” 

With regard to the common topics, there is, 
however, a general agreement, even to minute details, 
which has misled some scholars to attribute the two 
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works to the same author. But beneath this general 
agreement, the two works reveal many points of 
difference which affect some of the f ndamental con- 
ceptions of their respective authors. Taking, for 
instance, their treatment of rasa, we find that while 
Rudra (i 9) follows the general tradition, prevailing 
from Udbliafa’s time, of mentioning nine rasas, 
Rudrata adds one more. viz. preyas (xii 3), treating 
them in an order somewhat different from that fol- 
lowed by Rudra. Rudra enumerates and discusses 
at some length the bkavas (i 10-16), which are 
summarily referred to by Rudrata in one verse only 
(xii 4). A similar difference will be noted in the 
treatment of vrttis, of which Rudra (i 12) mentions, 
after Bharata (xx 24f), the usual four (viz. kaisiJcl, 
arabliati, sattvatl and b karat!) , originally taken as 
styles of dramatic composition but borrowed here 
apparently with a similar purpose from dramaturgy 
to poetry (cf Bharata lor. rit. 21). Rudrata, on the 
other hand, speaks (ii 19f), after Udbhata, 1 of five 
vrttis (viz. madhura, praudhd, parma, Jalild and 
bhadrd), which have nothing to do with the above 
four, but being comprised under alliteration (ami- 
prdsa) refer primarily to suitable sound-adjustment 
by special arrangement of letters. With regard to 
the cognate topic of ndyaka-nayika, similar material 
discrepancies can be detected. While Rudra des- 
cribes at some length the eight conventional avasthds 


i Udbhata mentions only three vrttis in connexion with 
anuprasa, viz. parusci, upanagarika and grimy a (i 4-7). 
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(conditions or situations) of the nayika (i 13t^33), 
Rudrata really mentions four (viz., abhisarikot, 
khanditd, svddhma-patika and prosita-patika, xii 4lf), 
although to make up for this unwonted divergence 
there is in some MSS a long passage (between xii 
40 and 41), describing the usual eight conditions 
but irreconcilable to its context, and rightly stigma- 
tised by its editor as interpolated. The third 
class of heroine, again, viz., the courteszan (vesya), 
appears to be favoured by lludra (i 120-30), while 
Rudrata dismisses her in two verses only (xii 39-40) 
with an apparent note of condemnation. The tenfold 
state of a lover, beginning with desire and ending 
in death, is mentioned in passing by Rudrata (xiv 
4-5), but Rudra defines and illustrates each of these 
states in detail (ii 6-30). While the trespasses in 
love, according to Rudra (ii 53), depend on time 
(kcda), place (desa) and circumstances ( prasanga 
Rudrata thinks (xiv 18) that a fourth condition, viz., 
the person concerned should* be added. 

All these indications make it highly probable 
that Rudrata and Rudra were two different persons ; 
but if this is so, how are we to explain the fact that 
most of the verses in the Srngara-tilaka are, but for 
their difference in metre ( anustiip and dryd respectively) 
identical almost word for w.ord with the corresponding 
verses in the Kavydlamkara ? This point has been 
emphasised with some plausibility by the advocates of 
the identity of the two writers. But it should be noticed 
that this extraordinary verbal coincidence does not 
extend beyond those verses which give the rules and 
definitions ; for the illustrative stanzas in the 
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tilaha, composed in a variety of metres, and forming 
a distinctive feature of this more poetical work, do 
not occur in the Kavydlamkam at all. It is not 
unusual to find similar treatment and terminology 
in technical treatises, abounding in standardised and 
conventional rules and definitions ; but this is not 
enough to explain this extraordinary plagiarism, tem- 
pered, it is true, by the presence of highly poetical 
and presumably original 1 stanzas composed to illus- 
trate these dry rules and definitions. Nor is the 
explanation, which is based on the supposed identity 
of the two writers, at all free from considerable doubt 
in view of the discrepancies noted above. The real ex- 
planation probably lies in the supposition that Rudra, 
apparently a later writer and chiefly a poet, and 
never pretending to be an original teacher of Poetics, 
found in these ready-made rules of Rudrata enough 
poetic possibilities, as well as an opportunity of dis- 
playing his own poetic powers, and proceeded forth- 
with to furnish tfie missing poetic illustrations . 2 As 

1 Some stpnzas in the Arng.til. are taken from earlier 
works like tht: A moru-Uataka. 

2 These chapters in Rudrata are purely expository, 
and are not fully illustrated as the preceding chapters are. 
One may be led to suppose that Rudrata himself composed 
the Srngara-tilaka to supply this deficiency, but this hypo- 
thesis does not sufficiently explain the divergence of views 
on the points noted above, which apparently indicates that 
the task of supplementing could not have been undertaken 
by himself but by some other author, who held some views 
different from his own. It cannot be argued that chapters 
xii-xvi in question, which contain this deficiency, is a later 
addition by some other hand, on ground that the closing 
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he did not apparently aspire to write an original 
thesis on the topics concerned, he did not trouble 
to alter the wording of the fixed canons and made 
only enough changes to suit the metre. While 
Rudrata is concerned directly with rules and pres- 
criptions, Rudra is more practical in his object and 
treatment, and intends his treatise on love apparently 
to serve as a psyehologico-poetieal guide to the gay 
science, furnishing it, as he does, with and elaborate 
analysis of the various moods and sentiments, which 
belong to the province of Erotics as well Poetics 1 . 

verse of ch. xi reads like the end of the work itself ; for a 
similar remark applies to the closing verses of chapters iii, iv 
and v. 

i The quotations from these two writers in later litera- 
ture are unfortunately mostly anonymous, and do not 
materially help us in this question. Among the very few 
cases where the author’s name is cited along with his verses, 
Mammata, himself a Kashmirian, correctly refers (ad ix 8a) 
the verse sphuhvn arthalaubkaram to Rudrata (iv 32). Samu- 
drabandha (p. 6) and Hemacandra (p. 286 Comm.) refers 

rightly to Rudrata vii 38-40 and vii 2 7 respectively. Ruyyka, 
which discussing Rudrata’s views, does not sefer to his 
treatment of the rasas at all. On the other hand, Baladeva 
Vidyabhusana (p. 35) cites vainata durlabhatvam from Srngra- 
til. (ii 41), and correctly refers to the author as Rudra 
Vallabhadeva in his anthology cij:es a number of verses from 
the Kavpilamka m (421 =ii I7 : *730 = ’i* 57 > f 3^7 — v * > 
1667 — ii 30; 2047 = vii 71 ; 2o6i=vii 33; 2234 = vii 41; 
2409 = vii 32), and with two exceptions, gives the name of 
the author correctly as Rudrata. Similarly Sai ngadhara 
quotes eight verse from the 8 rugara-ttl. (34°9 ~' 1 95 > 35^7 
i 35; 3568 = i 81; 3670 = ii 107 ; 357^ = fi 12 > 3579 — & 5° > 
3675= j 51 • 3754— i 30), and with two exceptions, again. 
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( 3 ) 

Rudralthatta s date is uncertain; but as Hemaeandra 
(p. 110) is the oldest writer to quote and criticise 
his manga/a-w rse (i 1), we should place him between 
Rudrata and Hemaeandra, i. e. later than the 9th 
century but earlier, probably not much earlier, than 
the 12th. One verse, however, of Kudra, which 
cannot be traced in his S riigara-tilaka , is quoted by 
Dhauika (iv 60 , ed. NT. S. P. 1917 , p. 103 ) ; and if 
this Rudra is the same as our .author, he should be 
placed before the end of the 10th century. 1 

( 4 ) 

THE COMMENT A TO US ON HUE HAT A 

VALLABHADEVA 

Vallabhadeva’ s commentary on Rudratldmkara , 

refers them correctly to Rudra. The two exceptions of 
Sarngadhara (viz. 3773 and 3788) are wrongly attributed to 
Rudra ; but Vallabhadeva quotes the very same verses (2234 
and 1667), wand correcting the mistake refers them rightly 
to Rudrata. Vallabhadeva* s two exceptions (2247 and 3122) 
cannot be found in Rudrata to whom they are attributed, 
nor in Rudra. Jalhana attributes 21 verses to Rudra, of 
which 5 cannot be traced in his work. Of these, kirn gauri 
main occurs in Rudrata ii 15 ; amba sete'ira occurs in Kavi. 
vacana-samuc. 505 = Subha>f 2247 (attributed to Rudrata) = 
Sadukti-kanui 0 ii 73 (attributed to Bhatta); ekakinl, yad abald 
is attributed wrongly to Rudra (as in the Paddhati 3 773) but 
correctly assigned by Vallabhadeva to Rudrata. 

' 1 Dhanika also quotes anonymously from Rudrata (xii 
(4) in his 'comm, on iv 35, fed. N. S. P. 
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referred to by himself in his commentary on Magha 
(on iv 21, vi 28) is the earliest known commentary 
on Rudrata and is still to be recovered. Vallabha- 
deva, who bore the surname of Paramaratha-cihna 
and who describes himself as the son of Rajanaka 
Auandadeva 1 2 , is a well-known commentator on 
several standard poetical works, including those of 
Kalidasa, Magha, Mayilra and Ratnakara. He was 
apparently a Kashmirian and probably belonged to 
the first half of the 10th century ; for his grandson 
Kayyata, son of Candraditya, wrote a commentary 
on Anandavardhana’s Devi-sad aka- in 977-78 A.D., 
during the reign of Bhlmagupta of Kashmir (977- 
82 A.D.). His preceptor was Prakasavarsa who, 
Hultzscli thinks, is perhaps identical with the poet 
Prakasavarsa, who is quoted by SulJutsit avail and 
Sn ritr/adha r<<[>a,(l d h l i and win* wrote a commentary 
on Bharavi (Aufrecht i 317). Our author must be 
distinguished from Vallabhadeva, the author of the 
Sub limit avail, who is assigned by Aufrecht to the 
16th century 3 . From Hultzsch’s list of Vallablia’s 
quotations in his commentary on Magha, if^is interest- 
ing to note that he cites Medhavirudra, Bhiimaha, 

1 In the closing verse of his comm, on Vakrbkti-pahcasikZi 
Anandadeva seems to have held some high appointment 
in Kashmir (colophon in Kavyarpala pt. i, p. 1 14 : Mitra x 
no. 4064). 

2 See footnote to the ed. of Vakrbkti-pancZisika in 
Kavvamala, pt i, pp. ici- 2 : and to ed. of the Devl-'xataka 
in ibid, pt ix, p. 1. Cf Hultzsch’s pref. to Meghaduta p. ix. 

3 Biihler ( Kunst Poesie p. 71) however thinks that this 
Vallabhadeva flourished between 1400 and 1450 A.D. 

13 
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Udbhata, Bhatti and the Vismuabaua-llla (apparent- 
ly the Prakrit poem of Auandavardhana). 

NAM I -8 AD HU 

After Vallabhadeva, comes Nami (known as 
Nami-sadhu or Nami-paiidita), who is described 
as a $veta-viksu, indicating that he was a Jaina be- 
longing to that persuasion. He describes himself 
as “ the bee that sucked honey from the lotus-feet 
of Srl-salibhadra Suri, the ornament of the gaccha of 
the city of Tharapadra ”. We know that Jinahhadra 
Suri, who was a pupil of S.llibhadra, wrote in samoal 
1204=1148 A.D. 1 Salibhadra is also referred to 
as Sn-sali-suri in another work of Nami's called 
Saddvasyaka-tlka, of which the date is given in the 
work itself as same at 1 122 = 1060 A.D. 2 In one of 
the concluding verses of his commentary on liudrata, 
Nami states that this commentary was composed in 
xamvat 1125=4009 A.D. 3 Among the writers on 
Poetics cited by Nami on liudrata, we find the names 
of Bharata t (p. 150 , 150 , 104 ), Medhavirudra (pp. 2 , 
9 , 145 ), Bhamaha (p. 2 , 110 ), Dandin (pp. 2 , 5 , 109 ), 
Vamana (pp. 11 , 100 , 116 ), Udbhata (pp. 09 , 82 , 150 ) 
and the Arjuna-carita by Anandavardhana. He also 

1 Peterson i p. 68. < 

2 Peterson iii p. 13. 

3 paaca-viudati samyuktair ckMia'm saimkataih < vi/e ra- 
nt .It samatiknmtaih pntvrnidam samarthitam. The reading 
pahea-vimhati 0 in this verse is doubted on the authority of 
Kiclhorn’s palm-leaf MS {Report, 1880-81, p. 63) which reads 
instead *at r saptati n . This new reading will place Nami much 
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cites Tilaka mcinjari (on xvi 3) apparently of Dhana- 
pal a, an<l one Jayadeva on prosody (on i 18, 20) 1 . 


A^ADHARA 

Peterson (ii. p. 8f>) brought to our notice another 
Jaina commentator on llud rata, called Asadhara, son 
of Sallaksnna and Ratni. He was a Jaina teacher 
who lived till samvat 129G=1240 A.D. He should 
be distinguished from Asadhara, sou of Ramaji 
Bhatta, a very late writer who composed a comment- 
ary on Appayya’s Kuvalayd nan da 2 . At the end of 
his Dharmdmrta, our Asadhara gives his own history. 
He belonged to the family of Yyaghreravala and was 
the son of Sallaksana (or Laksana) and Ratni. He 
was born in the fortress of Mandalakara situated in 
the country round the SakambharT (Sambhar) Lake. 
He had by his wife Sarasvatl a son named Chahada, 
who was a favourite of Arjunavannan of Malava 
(first quarter of the 13th century). After the inva- 
sion of Sahibadina, king of the Turuskas (apparently 
/SAahabu-d-din Gh ur, Sultan of Delhi, who Vanquished 
Prthuraja in 1193 A.D.), Asadhara emigrated to 

later; but it is not supported by other MSS (e.g. Mitra 3102 ; 
Stein 61 ; Peterson i p. 16), as well as by the evidences 
adduced above from other soifrces. Kielhorn’s reading is 
obviously incorrect in itself, because it makes the verse 
deficient in metre. 

1 Also quoted by Janardana, ABod 198a. Wrote a 
Chan dah-sastra, Kielhorn Report 1 890-8 i.p. 87. 

2 The two are confusedly Aufrecht i 54b and, following 
him, by Haricand f^astri p. 1 8. 
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Malava and lived in Dhara, where he learned the 
doctrines of Jaina faith and J inendra- vyakarana from 
Pandita Mahavlra, pupil of Dharasena. Asadhara 
was reputed for his learning, being praised by the 
sage Udayasena, the poet Vilhana (sic) and the 
great yati, Madanakirti. He wrote more than 1 f> 
works, of which he gives a list, referring also to his 
commentary on Rudrata 1 . His Trisasti-sm^ti-mstra 
was composed in 1236 A.D. 2 

1 Peterson ii p. 85 and fn ; Bhandarkar Rep. 1883-84, 
pp. 1034. 

2 Aufrecht i 54b. 
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MSS. Aufrecht i 66o, ii 158a, 230b, iii 137a ; KBod 491 : 
Madras Cat. 12955. 

Commentary. Rasa-taranginl by Gopala Bhatta, son of 
Harivansa Bhatta Dravida. See under Com- 
mentators on Mammata and Bhanudatta, 
below. Mentioned in Kavyamala ed. of the 
text (p. iii). He calls his author Rudra. If 
the Gopfila Bhatta, cited by Kumarasvamin, be 
the same person, then he is earlier than the 
beginning of the 1 5th century. As Gopala 
Bhatta. appears to be a South Indian writer, 
this conjecture is probable. Oppert’s entry 
of i \via-tarai)girn (ii 2711, 1787) on Rudrata 
is apparently a mistake for this work, and the 
name Rudrata is a confusion for Rudra. 



VIII THE WRITER ON ALAMKARA 
IN THE AGNI-PURANA 


The writer on Alnrnkara in the Agni-pnmna 
(ells. 336-340) attempts to treat tlie subject in what 
may be described roughly as an eclectic fashion, but 
apparently follows at the same time a tradition which 
is distinct from and probably older than that of the 
Kashmirian school of Anandavardhana. The date 
of this apocryphal work is uncertain : but there is 
enough evidence to show that the Alamkara-seetion 
in it is chiefly a compilation by a writer, who was 
himself no great, theorist but who wanted to collect 
together and present a workable epitome, conforming 
in essentials to the teachings of no particular system, 
yet gathering its material from all sources. This is 
apparent not only from its independent, if somewhat 
loosely joined and uncritical treatment, but also from 
the presence of verses culled from Bharata, Bhamaha, 
Dandin and probably other old unknown writers 1 . 
Bharata is cited by name in Agni 339, 6, and a large 
part of of its treatment of 'natya, nrtya, abhinaya and 

i Thus the verse abhidhevena sambandhat {Agni 344, 
11-12), which is also cited anonymously by Mammata ( Habda - 
vyapa 0 p. 8) and in the Kantadhenu on Vamana IV. 3. 8, is 
attributed to one Bhartrmitra by Mukula (p. 17). The verse 
is not traceable in Bhartrhari. 
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rasa follows Bharata’s exposition, even to the literal 
borrowing and paraphrase of some of his well-known 
verses. Thus Agni 338, 12 = Bharata vi 36, Agni 
338, 7-8 = Bharata vi 39. Tne definition of poetry 
(Agni 33G, 6) and of poetic figure (Agni 341, 17) are 
copied literally from Dandin i 10 and ii 1 respectively. 
Cf also Agni 336, 13 = Dandin i 29 = Bhamaha i 27 ; 
Agni 336, 23, 25, 26 = Daudin i 12, 15, l7 = Bhamaha 
i 20. This will be enough to indicate not only the 
general nature of the work, but also the probability 
that these chapters of the Parana were compiled 
later than Dandin. Thus we get one terminus to 
its ilate at th e first half of the 8th cent ury. The 
other terminus is given by the anonymous quotation 
of Agni 338, 10-11 by Anaudavardhana (p. 222), who 
llourished in the middl et-of the Utk- century. 1 . W e ean- 
notTdi’aw miy definite inference from the Agni -pa / 'ana's 
omission oV a direct refere nee to Vamana’s teachings, 
although the definition of the term vakrokti bears some 
resemblance (341, 33) to Budrata’s novel characterisa- 
tion of the same figure (ii 14-16) 3 . On the other 
hand, this section of the Ag ni-purana • is not cited 
as an authority in the sphere of Poetics (if we except 
Bhoja’s anonymous appropriations) until we come to 

the time of Visvanatha. Whatever may be the date 

• - — . 

1 The tradition of opinion embodied in the Agtti-purana 
is followed and further developed by Bhoja in his Sarasvail- 
Xr° ; and this fact will certainly place the former work at least 
earlier than the I ith century. 

2 This point need not be emphasised : for this idea of 
vakrokti was prevalent, as Ratnakara’s poem shows, in the 
9th century. 
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of’ the Parana as a whole, which is a kind of an am- 
bitious cyclopaedia, incorporating sections on various 
departments of knowledge, we may, from what has 
been said, be justified in assigning the alamkara- 
section to the beginning of the 9th centurv. This date 
is supported also by one of the most striking features 
of the work, which consists in the omission of all 
references to the dhvani- theory, although the concept 
of dhvani is casually included in the figure aksepa 1 , 
after the manner of most old authors, who flourished 
before that theory came into prominence 3 . 

L The word dhvani is also used in the opening verse of 
this section (336, i; cf Bhoja i 1) ; but apparently it alludes 
to the grammatical word, which reveals the sphota and which 
is indicated by the same term in the Vakyapadlya. Bhoja, 
in following this work, makes the same omission ; but he 
betrays, in many places, a knowledge of the views of Ananda- 
vardhana and his followers. 

2 Cf Ruyyaka pp. 3k 

Bibliography 

Editions. The work has been printed frequently in India, 
of which the Biliotheca Indica ed. of Rajendra- 
lala Mitra, 1878, is the most useful. Our refer- 
ences are to this edition. Translation into 
English in two vols. by Manmathanatha 
Datta, Calcutta 1903. 

MSS. See Aufrecht. 



IX THE DHVANIKARA AND 
ANANDAVARDHANA 


( i ) 

Auandavardhana has been assigned by Buhler 
and Jacobi to the middle of the ninth century, 
on the strength of lidja-taranginl v 34, which 
makes him one of the ornaments of the court 
of Avautivarman, 855-84 A.D. We are pretty certain 
of the time of Abhinavagupta, Anandavardhana’s 
commentator ; for, as he himself states, his Bphatl 
Vftti on the Isvara-pratyabldjna was written in 
1015 A.D., while his Krama-stotra was composed 
in 901 A.D. From Abhinavagupta s remarks at 
the end of his °Ziocanii commentary on uddyotas i 
and iii of the Dhvanydloka, it appears that the study 
of this famous work was traditional in # his family, 
and that his own commentary was composed as a 
rejoinder to another, called the CandriJcd (p. 
60), written by one of his predecessors in the 
same gotra 1 and four times in his 0 Locana 
(pp. 123, 174, 185, * 215) he discusses or 

controverts the views of this earlier commentator, 
who is specifically referred to as the Caudrika- 

i candvika-kavas tu pathitaui . . .tiy-aUvn purvu-vairitiyatlt ■ 
saha vivadena bahuna, p. 1S5 ; ity-alam nija-pvrvajd - 
sagotraih sUkany vivadena, p. 1 23, etc. 

u 
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kara at pp. 178 and 185. 1 This should certainly 
allow some generations to lie between Ananda- 
vardhana and Abhinavagupta, and negative 
completely PiseheTs contention that in three 
passages Abhinavagupta speaks of Auandavardhana 
as one of his teachers. These passages occur at 
pp. 87, 183, and 214 of the printed text but a 
perusal of them with reference to their context 
will show that the honorific word guru , if it 
at all refers to Auandavardhana, must refer to him, 
not literally but figuratively, as paramparu- 
gura, whose work Avas held in esteem in his 
family 2 ; or (which is more likely) the reference 
is to one or other of Abhinavagupta’s teachers, 
such as Bhatta Tauta, or Bhattenduraja, 
the former of whom is cited as asmad - 
upadhyUyah or asmad-guravah very often in 
Abhina\ r a’s commentary on Bharata. Again, 
Kavyata states that he wrote his commentary on 
Auandavardhana' s Devi-sataka (ed. Kavyamala, 
pt. ix) at about 977 A.D., so that by the end of the 
tenth century Auandavardhana was avcII enough 
established in fame to have two such learned com- 
mentators. Finally, Bajasekhara, who lived about 

x Tiffs Candrtka is also inferred to in a punning verse 
at the beginning of Mahimabhatta’s Vyakti-viveka (i 5 ) ; 
dhvani-vartmany-ati-gahane skhalitam vanyah pade pade 
sulabham / rabhasena yat pravrtta prakamkam candrikady- 
adyntaiva, on which the commentator remarks : candrika 
yyotsna dhvani-vicarana-grantho'pi (p. 1 ). 

2 Jacobi, IVZKMW, pp. 237 - 38 . 
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the end of the 9th and the beginning of the 10th 
century, mentions and cites Anandavardhana by 
name in his Kavya-mimamsa (p. 16), and this should 
certainly clear up any doubt as to the authenticity 
of the date assigned by Kalb ana and accepted by 
Biihler and Jacobi. 


( 2 ) 


The celebrated work on Poetics known as 
J)ftvanyd(o1:u (also called Kavydloka 1 or Sahrdayd - 
loka), of which or a part of which, Anandavardhana 
is reputed to be the author, may be distinguished into 
two parts, viz. (1) the Karika, consisting of verses and 
treating of dhvani, and (2) the Vrtti, or exposition, 
generally in prose with illustrative verses, of the 
above Karil'a. Now the question has been raised 
whether the Kariha and the Vytti are ol the same 
authorship or should bo attributed to different 
authors. 

Abhinavagupta, who is followed in this respect 
by several later writers on Poetics, carefully disting- 
uishes between the Karikakara and the Vrttikara, 
by directly opposing them, and also by using the 
term in ^contradistinction^ to the 

Mrito*. In three of these passages (pp. 123, 130-1 ; ch. 

• i The work is called Kavydloka by Abhinava. 

2 pp. i, 59, 59-bo, Co, 71, 78, 85, 104, 123, 130-r ; ch 
iv pp. 25, 29, 37, 38, 39, 40 in the Journal of the Dept, of 
Letters, Calcutta University. l'or these passages collected 
together, see S. K. De in the Bulletin of the Sch. of Orient. 
Stud, i, pt. 4, p. 3, and Haricfmd Sastrl of. cit. pp. 86-87. 



108 


SANSKRIT POETICS 


iv p. 29) Abhinavagupta expressly tries to reconcile 
the conflicting views expressed by the Karikakara 

and the Yrttikilra. 

Bidder 1 first drew munition to this point : and 
Jacobi 2 , relying on Abhinavagupta’s testimony, 
put forward the suggestion that the Dhvanikslra, 
the supposed author of the Karika, was a different 
and older writer who should be distinguished from 
Anandavardhaua, the author of the Vrtti. In 
support of this, it has been pointed out that one 
does not find complete agreement of opinion between 
the two parts of the work, although the one is an 
exposition of the other. On the other hand, it seems 
that the system as given in its bare outline by the 
Karikakara in his concise verses has been considerably 
expanded, revised, and modified by the V rttikara ; 
and many problems not discussed or even hinted at 
by the former are elaborately treated of by the 
latter. In one place, for instance (p. 123), Abhinava- 
gupta clearly points out that the classification of 
dhoani according to vastu, alamkdra, and rasddi 
is not expressly taught in any karika ; while in 
another place in ch. iv, Abhinavagupta states that 
the question as to the source of the endless variety 
of artha in poetry is mentioned by the Vrttikara 
but not touched upon by the Karikakara. Indeed, 
it seems that Anandavardhana in his classical Vftii 
attempted to build up a more or less complete 
system of Poetics upon the loosely joined ideas 

r Kashmir Rep. p. 65. 

2 ZDMG, 1902, p. 405 f. 
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aud materials supplied by the brief kdrikds ; and 
his success was probably so marvellous that in 
course of time the Karikakara receded to the 
background, completely overshadowed by the more 
important figure of his formidable expounder ; and 
people considered as the Dhvanikara not the 
author of the few memorial verses but the 
commentator Anandavardhana himself, who for 
the first time fixed the theory in its present form. 
The term ‘‘Dhvanikara” itself came gradually to 
be used in the generic sense of “the creator of 
the Dhvani School”, and therefore indiscriminately 
applied by later writers to Anandavardhana, who, 
though not himself the founder of the system, 
came to receive that credit for having first 
victoriously introduced it in the struggle of the 
schools. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that in the 
apocryphal verse ascribed to Rajasekhara in 
Jalhana, Anandavardhana is regarded as the 
founder of the dhvani-theory. Similarly, Samudra- 
bandha (p. 4), passing in review the five schools of 
Poetics before Ruyyaka, mentions Anandavardhana 
as the founder of the fifth or last Dhvani School. 
This would also explain the two groups of 
apparently puzzling citations from the Dhvanydloka 
met with in the works of later writers, in which 
they either confuse or identify Anandavardhana 
with the Dhvanikara. On the one hand, we have 
several kdrikas cited under the name of Ananda- 
vardhana, while on the other, several passages 
“Which occur in the Yftti are given* under the name 
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of the Dhvanikara. This confusion was so complete 
in later writers that even in the latter part of the 
eleventh century Mahimabhatta, who professed to 
demolish the new theory by his fierce onslaught 
in 'the Vyakti-viveka, quotes from the Kdrikd 
and the Vrtti indiscriminately under the generic 
appellation of the Dhvanikara. In the same way 
Ksemendra, in the last quarter of the eleventh 
century, and Hemacandra, in the first quarter of 
the twelfth, make Anandavardhana responsible 
tor kdrikds iii 24 and i 4 respectively, while still 
later writers like Jayaratha, Vis'vanatha, Govinda, 
and Kumarasvamin regard Anandavardhana him- 
self as the Dhvanikara, to whom the Kdrikd , as 
well as the Vrtti, is attributed 1 . Mam mat a. 
generally a careful writer, distinguishes Ananda- 
vardhana from the writer of the kdrikds, whom 
he styles dhvanikara or dhvanikrt (pp. 2 1-1 and 
214), but in one jdace (p. 445) he apparently falls 
into confusion and ascribes to the Dhvanikara a 
verse which undoubtedly belongs to the Vrtti. 

( 3 ) 

If the Dhvanikara, ia thus distinguished from 
Anandavardhana, the question naturally arises - 

i Ksemendra, Aucitya-vicara , p. 134 =£)/ivanva- 
loka iii 24; Hemacandra, Comm. p. 26— Vallabhadeva, 
Subka*** ' — Dhvanyo.loka i 4 ; Govinda Thakkura, p. 16= 

Dhvanyatoka p. 221 ; Visvanatha, p. 114= Dkvanyaloka, 
p. 130 ; Jayaratha, p. 119= DJwanyaloka p. iii ; Kumara- 


THE DHVANIKARA AND ANANDAVARDHANA 


111 


who was this Dhvanikara, and what date should 
he assigned to him ? Abhinavagupta does not 
give us any information on this point. Jacobi, 
in the learned introduction to his translation of 
the Dhvanydloka, and following him, Haricand 
Sastrl pose the question very ably without, however, 
furnishing a precise solution. Sovani’s hypothesis 1 
that the name of the unknown Karikakara was 
Sahrdaya, is hardly convincing, for his grounds for 
this identification are that (l) one of the alternative 
names of the work itself is Sahvdaydloka and that 
(2) the use of the words sahvdaya and kav i- sahvdaya 
at the end of chapter iv of the Dhvanydloka and 
in the beginning of Abhinavaguptas commentary is 
significantlv corroborative. It is well known, however, 
as Haricand Sastri points out, that the word sahvdaya 
(lit. a man with a heart) is used in innumerable 
places in Alamkara literature, as in the verses in 
question, to designate a man ot taste, a judge of 
literary beauty, a connoisseur of rasa. Ananda- 
vardhana himself discusses sahrdayatva at some 
length in his V r tti (p. 160), and Abhftiavagupta 
arrives at a concise definition of a sahvdaya thus : 
(p. 11) yesma kdvydmmllandhhydsa-vasad visadl- 

hhute mano-nmkure varnamya-tanmayl-bhavana- 
yogyatd, te hvdaya-samvadabhdjah sahvdayah, a 
definition which became so much standardized that 

Tvainiii, p 7 64 = Dhvanydloka iii 3. All the passages are 
collected together and arranged in Haricand 4 Sastrl pp. 
84-86. 

1 JRAS, 1910, pp. 164-67. 
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Hemacaudra does not scruple to copy it literally 
(Comm. p. 3) 1 . 

In the absence of materials it is very difficult 
to decide the question finally'. Jacobi maintains, 
on the indication of a passage in Abhinava, that 
this unknown Dhvauikara was a contemporary of 
Manoratha, who is placed by Kal liana’s JRdja- 
tarangini (iv 497 and 67 1) in the reigu of Jayaplda 
and his successor Lalitapida, i.e. in the first part 
of the ninth century (about 780-813 A.D.) ; but 
there are difficulties which seriously stand in the 
way of our arriving at a definite decision on this 
point. While discussing the various theories which 
deny the existence of dhoani, Auandavardhana 
quotes a verse anonymously with the remark, tatlid 
cdnyena kfta eodtra slokah, upon which Abhiuava- 
gupta in his gloss remarks : tatha, cdnyena iti. 
grardhaki't-samana-kala-bhamna manoratha-namnd 
kavitid. If we suppose that by grant hak ft 
Abhinavagupta means Auandavardhana, then 
Manoratha, who is thus made a contemporary of 
the latter* lives in middle or second part of the 
ninth century, i.e. somewhat later than the date 
assigned to him by Kalhana, presuming of course 
that both the Manorathas are identical persons. 
If, on the other hand, we suppose that granthakft 

i Mammafca begins his work (p. io) with a reference to 
kavi and sahritaya , who arc etymologically distinguished 
by Vidyadhara (p. 2i) : and both Mammata and Visva- 
natha declare that the s ah? day a alone can have a true percep- 
tion of rasa in poetry. 




THE DHVANiKAHrA AND ANANDAVARDHANA 


refers, as Jacobi conjectures, to the anonymous 
Dhvanikara, we are confronted with the fresh diffi- 
culty that by the term granthakrt Abhiuavagupta 
invariably means Anandavardhana (pp. 12, 37, IK), 

etc.). To remove this difficulty we must suppose 
either (1) that Kalinina is wrong, as Pischel argues, 
in assigning Mauoratha to the reign of Jayapida 
and Dalitaplda, (2) that the two Manorathas were 
not identical persons, or (3) that Abhiuavagupta 
himself has confused the Karikakara with the 
Vrttikara in a manner not usual with him. As 
there are no definite means of deciding any one of 
these equally plausible propositions, the conjecture 
that the original Dhvanikara was a contemporary of 
the Mauoratha of Kalhana cannot be taken to have 
been definitely proved. 


( 4 ) 

It seems, on the other hand, that the karikas 
date back to an earlier time than the first quarter 
of the ninth century, in which the Dhvanikara is 
placed by Jacobi as a contemporary of Manoratha. 
The allusion to Manoratha and the apparent ‘dis- 
crepancy in Kalhana’ s statement need not trouble 
us, nor need we challenge'the otherwise trustworthy 
testimony of Abhiuavagupta ; for it is quite reason- 
aide to suppose that the Manoratha under discussion 
is perhaps a poet who was, Abhinavagupta says, 
contemporaneous with Anandavardhana, and there- 
fore quite a different person from the well-known 


15 
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Manoratha of Kalhana. This is perhaps a much 
simpler explanation than straining the word 
granthakft to mean the Karikakara in the face of 
Abhinavagupta’s own distinct indication to the 
contrary ; and in this way we are not affected in the 
least by Kalhana’s Manoratha, with whom we havo 
nothing to do. If, on the other hand, we place the 
Dhvanikara in the time of Kalhana’s Manoratha, this 
would only leave a bare margin of two generations 
between the Karikakara and the Vrttikara, which 
does not seem to be enough to make room for a 
period of scholastic exposition of the former, of 
which undoubted traces are preserved to us inthe 
few memorial verses — parikara-slokas (pp. 34, 130, 
137, 147, 163), s< mujraha -slokas (pp. 87, 223), 

scmksepa-slokas (pp. 44, 74, 243) — incorporated by 
Anandavardhana in his Vrtti, which itself, therefore, 
is not likely to be the first of its kind. These slokas 
are a sort of recapitulation-stanzas which are 
adduced by the Vrttikara from unknown sources, 
sometimes to explain the meaning of the karikas , 
but more* often to amplify and supplement them. 
But at the same time we need not suppose a very 
long intervening period between the original dog- 
matic formulator of a theory and its first thought- 
ful expounder : for it iji not necessary that a system 
should always require a long stretch of time in 
forming itself. The phenomenon is not unusual 
that if a literary or intellectual movement is already 
afoot and is, at it were, in a fervescent state, a few 
generations, or at most a century, are enough to bring 
it to the inevitable culmination, or at least to some 
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preliminary completion. If we suppose that a system 
of dhvani had been in existence at a v'ery early 
period, we should expect to find, as we do find 
to a certain extent, in the case of the ms«-theory, 
its influence working, at least indirectly, on the earlier 
writers who preceded Anandavardhana, although 
this argument in itself does not carry with it a 
decisive force. It may be admitted, on the other 
hand, that the Dhvanikara apparently shows himself 

conversant with some theories of ram, rlti and alam- 
kara. But this neither proves nor disproves his own 
antiquity or that of his system, for there is no evidence 
to show that he was aware of the particular views 
of Bhamaha, D and in. or Vamana who championed 
these theories ; nor are these writers to be taken, 
like the Dhvanikara himself, as the absolute founders 
of thq systems they individually represent. It only 
goes to establish that the theory, enunciated by 
the Dhvanikara, may have existed side by side with 
these systems, as we find them in the extant works : 
for it could not have been much later, inasmuch # as 
such a supposition would bring it too near the time of 
Anandavardhana himself. If the Dhvanikara was 
contemporaneous with Dandin or Vamana, he may 
be placed at most a century # earlier than his commen- 
tator in the first half of the .8 th century. 

( M 


If Anandavardhana gave the final authoritative 
shape to the dhvani - theory (only the details of which 
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were worked out by Abhijiavagupta and others), 
the anonymous Dhvanikara was not its absolute 
creator. / This is made clear by the first karika, 
which tells us that the theory was already taught 
by earlier thinkers, and that it existed even at the 
time of the Dhvanikara himself in various forms, 
handed down, as Anandavardliana explains, in un- 
broken tradition ( parcirnparaya yah samcvmnatah), 
although it may not have been explained, as 
Abhinava adds in his gloss, in particular books 
(avicchinuena pravahena iair eto.d tiklarn. vindpi 
vUista-pustake-su vivecan d di tyab hipray ah, p. 3). 
This implies without doubt that the school existed 
from a very early time, but some unknown writer 
gathered together, summed up, and fixed the theory 
in a form which obtained considerable literary 
esteem for his work and the honoured but some- 
what vague appellation of the Dhvanikara for him- 
self. But his name and fame, in course of time, 
were eclipsed by those of his great Vrttikara, who 
succeeded in establishing the theory for all time 
and to whom posterity began to ascribe, not al- 
together undeservedly, all the honours of his 
predecessor, so that one of the latest writers on 
Alamkara, Kumarasvamin (p. 288), glorifies him with 
the curious but significant epithet — Dhvany&carya. 

( 6 ) 

Very little is known of Anandavardhana’s per- 
sonal history. The colophon at the. fend of ch. iii of 
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his work in the India Office MS calls him nonopddh- 
ydyatmaja , while the colophon to ch. iv gives the 
form j o u opadhyaya. Of these two forms of the 
name of his hither, the former seems to be correct, 
for referring to Anandavardhana’s Dem-sataka, Hema- 
eandra (Comm. p. i 25) cites its author as nonci-sutah 
snmad-dimndavardhana-namo. Kayyata also, com- 
menting on the last punning verse of the same work, 
refers to the author as the son of Noiia, and mentions 
his two works, the Viyamaldya-llld soul Arjnna-carita, 
supposed to have been pvmuingly alluded to in that 
verse. Both these works are cited in Anandavar- 
dhana’s Vftti, and the former appears to be a Prakrit 
poem. Anandavardhana himself refers to another 
work of his own at p. 233, on which Abhinava adds 
the gloss : granthdutara iti viniscaya-ftkdydm dharmo- 
Uamdydm [dharmottamayd ?] yd vivftir amnnd 
grantha-krtd krtd. Abhinava in {) Locana iv (p. 31) 
refers to another work of Anandavardhana’s, called 
Tattvdloka, in which the latter is said to have discuss- 
ed, among other things, the relation between lidvya- 
naya and Oasi tra-nuy^. 


( 7 ) 

ABH I N A V.AGUPT A 

Abhinavagupta’s fame rests chiefly on his philo- 
sophical works on Kashmir Saivaism, but he appears 
also to have attained a considerable reputation in the 
realm of Poetics by his two remarkable commentaries 
on Bharata and on Anandavardhana, called respect- 
ively Abhinaya-hhdraU and Kmyd, loka-locan a . He 
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also cites in his Q Locana (p. 178, also p. 29) another 
commentary ( vivarana ) of his own, now lost, on the 
Kfwya-kantuka (apparently dealing with Alamkara) by 
one of his teachers (asmad-upadhyctya) Bhatta Tauta. 
Nothing is known of this Bhatta Tauta (also called 
Bhatta Tota) ; but it appears that Abhinava’s com- 
mentary on Bharata was probably inspired by this 
teacher, who is cited there very frequently, just as 
his 0 Locana was inspired by his other teacher Bhatte- 
nduraja. The Kdvya-kautuka is also referred to in 
the anonymous commentary on the Vyakti-oiveka 
(p. 13) ; and Hemacandra (p. 316) quotes three verses 
from Bhatta Tauta in his text and reproduces (p. 59) 
in his commentary (appropriating the passage directly 
from Abhinava on Bharata) an opinion of this teacher 
in connexion with the theory of rasa. Ksemendra 
in his Aucitya-vicara (under si. 35) attributes to 
Tauta a fragment of a verse which is given in full 
but anonymously by Hemacandra (p. 3) 1 . Tauta 
is also cited by Candtdasa in his 0 Dipika commentary 
on Mammata. 

Bhatta Tauta, together with Bhattenduraja, who 
is extravagantly praised in the 0 Locana and whose 
relation to Abhinava we have already discussed, were 
probably his preceptors in Kavya and Alamkara. 
His references to his instructors in philosophy, like 
Sidhieela 2 , Laksman igupta and others, in his philoso- 
phical works possess no interest for us ; but it may be 
noted that Abhinava, in his Pratyabhijnd-vimarHm 

1 This verse is ascribed, perhaps wrongly, to Mamaha 
for Bhimaha?) in Kamadhenu on Vamana, p, 4, ed. Benares. 

2 See Pref. to the ed. of ch iv, cited above. 
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laghu-vptti , refers to U tpala as his paramo,- guru, the 
teacher of his teacher. This description of Utpala is 
repeated in his Locana (p. 30), where Abhinava 
discusses the term pratyabhijm, used in the text 
(i 8), and refers to what is said on this point by 
Utpala. This Utpala is well known in the history 
of Kashmir Saivaism as the author < »f the Tsvara- 
pratyabhijm (on whose sTitra and Vrtti , Abhinava 
wrote a laghuvrtti and a brhat/i vrtti respectively) and 
is assigned by Biihler (op. cit. p. 79) to the first halt 
of the 10th century. From what Abhinava himsell 
says in his numerous works of Kashmir sSaivaisin, 
we may indicate the line of spiritual succession (gucu- 
parampara) thus! Somananda— >-Utpala-> Laksrmuia- 
gupta— vAbhinavagupta ; Somananda being probably 
a pupil of Vasugupta who is taken as the earliest 
founder of the Pratyabhijna-sastra. 

In the concluding portion of his Burnt 'rintsika- 
vivarana, Abhinava gives us an interesting personal 
and genealogical account, in which he tells us that 
he was the son of Kasmlraka Cukhala 1 and grandson 
of Varahagupta, and had a brother named Mano- 
rathagupta. As already stated, Abhinava’s date is 
easily gathered from his own dating of some of his 
works, and may be fixed 9 with certainty at the end 
of the 10th and the beginning of the 11th century. 

r Buhler’s MS has kasmlraka viculaka (op. cit. p. c!v) as 
well as 0 cukhala (p. clvii). 

Bibliography 

Anandavardhana 

Edition. With the karika and 0 Locana in Kavyamala 25, 
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1890, 1911; translation into German with an 
introd. by Hermann Jacobi in Z DMG lvi-lvii, 
1902-03. (reprinted separately, Leipzig 1903). 
Our references are to the Kavyarmla ed. of icjl l. 
MSS. Aufrecht i 273b, iii 59a. 

. / bhinavagupt<i 

Editions. (1) Kavyamala 25, 1890, 1911 with the text (first 
three uddyotas only) (2) Fourth uddyota 
without the text by the present writer in the 
Journal of the Department of fitters, Calcutta 
Univ. 1923. The full title is Kavydloka-locana. 
MSS. Aufrecht i 273b, ii 59a, iii 59a. Burnell 55a probably 
contains all the four uddyotas ; also Madras 
Cat. 12893-94 (the last number containing only 
the fourth uddyota , while the other one all the 
4 uddyotas). Aufrecht’s entry (i 49) of ananda- 
vardhanlya-kavydla)rikara-/eiimadhenu-tJLka in- 
volves a twofold error, due perhaps to Oppert’s 
inaccurate entry ; for the designation ananda- 
vardharuya is incorrect, and by Kavyulamkara- 
Kamad/tenu-ty/ia is probably meant the com- 
mentary of that name on Vamana (see p. 84 
above), mixed up through a confusion with 
Abhinava’s 0 Locana. 

Commentaries. (1) Lacana-vyakhya-kaumudt by Pa.rame- 
svarucarya. Oppert 2694. 

(2) °Avja>P> (?'), anonymous. Madras ' Cat. 
12895, extract (only on the first uddyota). 
The author erroneously describes Bhattendu- 
raja as the parama-guru of Abhinava. 

The Candrika comm, on Anandavard liana, referred to 
by Abhinava and others, is apparently lost. 

Abhinava bharall on Bharata. The Trivandrum Palace 
MS contains only ch. 1-6, 9-13 18, 19. The MS in the posses- 
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sion of Dr. Ganganath Jha of Benares, of which he kindly 
furnished the present writer with a transcript, contains t-6, 7 
(incomplete), 8-31 ; but there are numerous gaps especially in 
the last few chapters. It follows in general the Trivandrum 
MS. A MS has been recently acquired for the Madras Govern- 
ment Oriental MSS Library which is also incomplete. Ah 
edition of chaps, vi and vii (on rasa ond bhava) is in prepara- 
tion by the present writer. This voluminous but learned 
commentary deserves to be published. 

No MS has been discovered of Abhinava’s Kavyakautuka- 
vivarana , or of the Kavya-kautuka itself. 

For citations of poetical and Alamkara works by Ananda- 
vardhana and Abhinavagupta, see preface to the Kavyamala 
ed., and Jacob in JRAS, 1897, pp. 290 and 297. Only 
omit the name of Dhanika given by Jacob as an author 
quoted by Abhinava. 


16 



X HAJASEKHAKA 


( i ) 


liajasekhara, son of mahihao.ul I’in Durduka or 
Duhika and ^ilavatl 1 ami great-grandson of the poet 
Akalajalada of the Yayavara family, is bettor known 
as .a poet and dramatist than as a writer on Poetics. 
In his Hit! a-ramai) mia i 1 2, Rajasokhara describes 
himself as the author of six works which must have 
existed even before this presumably early production 
of his 2 * * * * . It is not known whether his other three 
well-known dramas belong to this period, hut it 
appears that he probably composed more than six 
works. Heiuaeandra (Comm. p. 335) cites a work 
of Rajasekhara’s, entitled Hara-vilasa, as an example 
of a poem which bears the name of its author 
{svanamdnkta) , and quotes two verses from the same 
(Comm. pp. 334-335) ; from which Ujjvaladatta also 

1 Bala-rama 0 ad. i 7, 13 ; Bala-bha 0 ad. i 8 ; Viddha-bala 0 
ad i 5. Rajasekhara calls himself a Kaviraja ( Karpura-mafij 9 
i 9 ; Viddha-mla 0 i 5), which is, according to Kav.mvm., the 
seventh, out the ten stages, of poetic skill, one degree higher 
than that of a mahakavi. 

2 In Karpura-mafij 0 i 9 we are told that Rajasekhara 

began Ins career as a bala-kavi, so called apparently from 

his two works Bala-rama 0 and Bala-bha 9 ; while in this Prakrit 

drama, as well as in Viddha-mla 0 , he appears to have attained 

the distinction of a Kaviraja. 
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(ii 28) gives a halt- verse. Tu the Kucya-mimmim, 
again (xvii p. OS), there is a reference to another 
work of his own, called Bhiwcuia kosa, for informa- 
tion on universal geograghy. TJjjvaladatta (ii 70) 
id so quotes a line from Rajasekhara on the synonyms 
«>f Siva, which, if not occurring in the Jliira-dlCmi, 
was probably taken from an unknown lexicon by him. 

In the two anthologies <*t Vallabhadeva and 
Sarhgadhnrn. we get a considerable number ot verses 
ascribed to Rajasekhara. Of tliese, about. 24 have 
been identified bv Sten Konow in Riijas'ekhara’s four 
plays 1 , but about 10 have not yet been traced in 
any of his' known works, nor are they to be found 
in his Kmya-mhwiasa. These untraced verses, in- 
cluding most of the memorial verses on the poets, 
probably belong to another and younger Raja- 
sekhara 2 . 

There can be hardly any doubt that the Kavya- 
mlmmhxa should be ascribed to the dramatist 
Riljasekhara, although it is not mentioned in these 
enumerations of Rajnsokhara’s works 3 . Our author 
gives his own name at the end of the first chapter 
as yoyavartya Ilajasekhava, which agrees with the 
description given in the dramas and which makes 

1 cd. KarpTira-mahj" , pp. 189-91. 

2 This other Rajasekhara pi ay or may not be the Jaina 
Rajasekhara, author of the P rabandhnkom (1348 A.D.). Rice 
282 mentions a work called Karpnvayasa-via'hj n/i by Bala- 
kavi, which apparently refers to Rajasekhara and his well- 
known Prakrit drama, and not to any work on Alanikara. 

3 Aufrecht notes {A Bod 135a) that the Kay. mini, is 
cited by name by Sankara in his commentary on Sakuntala. 
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the later writers cite our author simply as y ay a vara 1 . 
The opinions of this ydydvara family, to which he 
belonged and in which were born poets and scholars 
like Surananda 2 , Akalajalada 8 , Tarala 4 and Kaviraja, 
are cited frequently by him under the general design 
nation y ay marly a* , as well as under the individual 
names of these famous members who are enumerated 
in the Bala-ramdyana i 13 and elsewhere. Ide also 
quotes with respect the views of his wife Avantisundarl 
(pp. 20, 46, 57), for whose pleasure, we know, he 
wrote his Karpura-manjari (i 11) and who seems to 
have been an accomplished authoress. The present 
work does not also omit a display the author’s love 

1 Bala-bha 0 i 6, 13; V iddha-sula 0 i 5, and Dhanapfda 
in Tilaka-mafij 0 ed. Kavyamala 85, 1903, si. 33. Narayana 
Dlksita on Viddha-sala. i 5 quotes Devala to show that 
yayavara means a kind of a householder ( dvividho grhasthah, 
yayavarah safinas ca). 

2 an ornament of the country of the Cedis ( cedimandala - 
mandana, Rajasekhara in Jalhana). His patron Ranavigraha 
is supposed by Bhandarkar {Report, 1887-91, p. xix) to have 
been the brother-in-law of Krsna II of the Rastraku$a dynasty, 
whose dates range from 875 to 91 1 A.D. Quoted also in Kav. 
mint. p. 75. 

3 Rajasekhara’s grandfather. Cited in Br.Paddhati 
777= Subhjs 0 843 ( daksinatya ). Famous for his poetical 
jems, some of which were plagiarised by Kadamdarlrama 
(Jalhana 23a and b). Called maharastra-cudamani in Bala- 
rama 0 ; also see Viddha-sala 0 i 5. 

4 Cited by Jalhana. Author of a work, called probably 
Snvarna-bandha. 

5 PP- 2, 3,4, io, ii, 13, 14, 1 6, 17, 20, 23, 26, 27, 30, 
3 b 35 , 42, 43 , 4 6 , 5 °, 56, 58, 61, 62, 63, 78, 90, 91, 94, 99, 
IOO, 
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for Prakrit dialects, as well as his knowledge of <-'eo- 
graphy (ch. xvii), of which he gives ample evidence in 
Act x of the Bala-ramayana. These and other 
details, on which we need not dwell any further, show 
that our ltajasekhara is no other than the well-known 
dramatist. 


i 2 ) 


The published text of the Karaja-mlmamsa is appa- 
rently the first part of a projected extensive volume, 
of which a general summary or scheme is given in the 
first chapter and which is also indicated by occasional 
remarks (like vilayets lisras las lit pnvastol p. 10 anil 
tarn any a visa dike vaksyomah p. 1 l) relating to topics 
to be dealt with in other succeeding parts. If the 
complete work, as projected, consisted of eighteen 
adhikarai/as, we have now only one volume surviving 
on the preliminary topic of kovi-rahasya alone 1 . 
Kesava Misra (pp. 32, 67) quotes three verses from 
an Alamkara-work by Rajasekhara, which, if they 
belong to our author, were apparently taken, as their 
contents indicate, from some lost chapters on 
uhhaydlamkdrika and vainoclika respectively. 

The popularity of the l\iwya-nmnamsa with the 
later writers is indicated by the extensive use made 
of it by Ksemendra, Bhoja, Hemacandra and the 
younger Vagbhata. Hemacandra, for instance, has 
literally copied long passages from chs. viii, ix, xiii- 
xviii ; while Vagbhata has borrowed the same (as 

» r — - 1 - — 1 ' ' - 1 

I Cf introd, to Kay, mint, p . xvii-xviii. 
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well as other) portions either directly from the same 
source or indirectly through Hemacandm 1 . 

Rajasekhara himself is indebted to many old 
writers and cites directly the opinions of Medhavi- 
rudra (p. 12), Udbhata and Audbhatas (pp. 22, 44), 
Yamana and Vamanlyas (pp. 14, 20), Rudraln (p. 
Ml), Maiigala (pp. 11, 14, lb, 20) and Ananda (p. 16), 
besides unnamed authors who are cited under the 
general designation mart/ a. 2 . We also find the names 
of Aparajitjp, (who is quoted in SubhrmtdoaU 1 024, 
and mentioned as a contemporary poet and author 
of Mrgdnkalekha-kathd in Karpm xi-maiy art, ad i 8 
but given in our text as Aparajiti), Surananda, one 
of his ancestors, his wife Avantisundarl, Palvaklrti 
(p. 46), Syamadeva (pp. 11, 13, 17) and Vakpatiraja 3 
(p. 62), all of whom, as the citations show, seem to 
. have expressed some opinions on the topics under 
discussion. 


( ^ ) 


The date of Rajasekhara has been settled with 
some exactitude. We learn from his four extant 

1 A comparative table is given of these wholesale borrow- 
ings at the end of the notes .in the Gaekwad ed. of the text. 

2 pp. 3. 9> 13, i6, 20, 33, 30, 35, 50, 51, 56, 57, 58, 61, 
62, 78, 94, 99. 

3 This Vakpatiraja (Bapai-raa) is apparently the author 
of the Gaudavaha (middle of the 8th century : Kalhana 
iv 144) and must be distinguished from Munja-vakpatiraja, the 
7th Paramara king of Malava, who reigned from 947 to 
995 A.D, See below under Dhana&jaya, 
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plays 1 that ho was a teacher ( upadhydya ) to a king 
named Mahendrapala (otherwise known as Nirbhaya 
or Nibbhaya), and was also patronised by his son 
and successor Mahlpala 2 . We also understand 
that one of his plays, the JBala-bharata, was performed 
at a place called Mahddaya, for which he shows a 
partiality also in his Kiwya-mlmdmsd. Fleet has 
shown 3 that this Mahlpala should be indentified 
with the Mahlpala of the Asni inscription, dated 
917 A. D., and he agrees with Pischel 4 that Maho- 
daya is another name for Kanyakubja or Kanauj 5 , 
with which place this king, as well as Mahendrapala, 
is connected in the Siyadoni inscription 6 . It has 
also been shown by Aufreclit 7 and Pischel 8 that 
Mahendrapala, whose date appears to be 903-07 A.D. 
from Kielhorn’s summing up of the names of the four 
sovereigns of Kanauj as presented by the Siyadoni 
inscription, went also by the biruda of Nirbhara or 
Nirbhaya (Nibbhara or Nibbhaya in the Prakrit form), 
a fact of which Fleet seems to have been unaware 9 . 
From these evidences, it is clear that Rajasekhara 

1 Viddha-mla 0 i 6 ; Biila-rami i° i 5 ; Bala-bhara 0 i 7, 

1 1 $ Karp a ra-nui up 0 i 5, y. 

2 Bala-bhlra 0 i 7. 

3 l A xvi 175-78. 

4 GgA, 1883, pp. I2l7f. 

5 Cf. BUa-rama 0 x ad 87, 89, 90. Rajasekhara’s partiality 
for Mahodaya is also apparent in our text at pp. 8, 94. 

6 El i 170 f. 

7 Z DMG xxvii. 

8 op. cit. p. 1221. 

9 Fleet further shows (op. cit. p. 1750 that this Mahendra- 
pala must not be taken, as Peterson and Durgaprasada 
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must have flourished in the beginning of the 10th 
century, and probably also lived towards the end of the 
9th. This is also supported by the fact that the 
latest writer quoted by Rajasekhara are Ratnakara 
and Auandavardhana, who belong to the middle or 
second half of the 9th century, while the earliest writer 
to mention Rajasekhara appears to be the Jaina 
Somadeva, whose Yasastilaka is dated 960 A.D. 1 . 

are inclined to take him, to be identical with the feudatory 
Mahendrapala, whose inscription from Dighwa Dubauli, dated 
761-62 A.D., he has edited in I A xv 105, and who is distinct 
from the pupil of Rajasekhara. 

1 For other details about Rajasekhara see Sten Konow's 
edition of KarpTira-maff 0 (Harvard Orient. Series 4, 1901) 
pp. 175b which gives a full bibliography. 
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XT DHANANJAYA AND DIIANTKA 


( i ) 

The date of Dhanahjaya may be taken as ap- 
proximately settled. The author informs us (iv 80) 
that he was the son of Visnu and that he flourished 
in the eircle of distinguished literary men surround- 
ing king Munja, who himself seems to have been a 
man of taste and learning, as well as a patron of 
letters. We should not, with Peterson 1 , confound 
this Munja, better known as Muhja-viikpatiraja, 
with Vakpatiraja (or Bappai-raa), the author of 
G-audavaha, who lived in the first half of the 8th 
century under king Yasovarmau of Kanauj and is re- 
ferred to by Kalhana (iv 144 ) and Rajasekhara. Our 
Munja appears to be the seventh ruler of the Para- 
mara dynasty of Malava, who, as his own inscriptions 
record 3 , came to the throne in 974 A. D., ^succeeding 
his father Harsadeva Slyaka, and reigned till about 
995 A.D., when he was defeated, imprisoned and 
executed, as the Calukya inscriptions attest 3 , by the 
Calukya Tailapa II. Besides being known as Vak- 

“ — ’ “i ‘ 

1 introd. to Subhax 0 p. 115. 

2 Arch. Survey , Western Ind. Hi 100 = IA vi 48-51 ; I A 
xiv 159-60. See Biihler, Das Navas~ihasasiika~cdrita (trails], in 
I A xxxvi pp. 624-25), 1888, p. Ii6f. 

3 I A xii 270, xvi 18, 23, xxi 167-68 ; El ii 212. f. All 
the references (regarding Munja' s date) are collected together 
in Haas's introd. to his ed. of the Da'sqrnpaka (q. v.) 

17 
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patif&ja 1 , owing perhaps to the fact that he was 
himself a poet, he had several other birudas, such 
as Amoghavarsa, Prthvi-vallabha, and SrI-vallabha ; 
and one of his inscriptions calls him Utpalaraja 3 , a 
fact, overlooked by the editors of the Kavyamala 
Series (pt. i p. 131), made them confound him with 
Utpala, the Saiva philosopher of Kashmir, who was 
Abhinavagupta’s parama-guru. This ruler is men* 
tiondd by bambini 3 , as well as by Padmagupta 4 , as 
“ a friend of poets ” (kavi-bandliava or kavi-mitra) ; 
and Bhoja, his nephew and successor, appears to 
have inherited these traits of his character. 

( 2 ) 

The DasarTipaka of Dhananjaya, in its treatment 

1 Dhanika cites (on iv 54-5$) one of Munja’s verses twice, 
citing him in the first instance as Munja and in the other 
case as Vakpatiraja-deva ; while Dhanapala in his Tilaka- 
manjarl uses both the names with respect to the same person. 
One of Mufija’s descendants, Arjunavarman, who ruled in 
the beginning of the 13th century, reproduces one of Munja’s 
stanzas, with the remark that it was composed by one of his 
ancestors, “Munja, whose other name was Vakpatiraja” 
(Comm, on Aviaru-hataka, ed. Kavyamala 18, 1916, p. 23). 
This verse is attributed to Munja also by Jalhana 106a. 

2 Ksemendra quotes verses from Mufija, in his three 
works {Aucit.vic. ad U. 16; Kavi-kantha 0 under ii 1 ; Suvrtta-til. 
under ii 6) referring to him as Utpalaraja. See also Sarfiga- 
dhara (126 vakpatirajasya ; 101 7 utpalarajasva), Vallabhadeva 
(3414 xfi-harsadevatmaja-vakpatirajasya ), and Jalhana (P 25b, 
106a, muhjasya), 

3 R ajendra-karna-pura , U 17, 36. 

4 jtfavdsakasMka 0 i 7, 8, ii 93. 
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of Dramaturgy, is apparently based on the time- 
honoured authority of Bharata ■; but as Bharata’ s 
huge compendium, both from the practical as well as 
theoretical point of view, is discursive and cumber- 
some with its load <d histrionic and other matters, 
Dhananjaya attempts to sift the mass of details, 
and, limiting himself only to Dramaturgy, restates the 
general principles in the form of a practical, conden- 
sed and systematic manual. These features of the 
new contribution apparently obtained for it such 
reputation ond currency that in course of time it 
seems to have superseded not. only all other treatises 
on the subject but also the basic work of Bharata 
himself. Visvanatha, for instance, refers now and 
then to Bharata and gives one or two (mostly con- 
ventional) quotations from his work ; but in the main 
he bases his treatment of dramaturgic topics on 
Dhananjaya ; while Vidyanatha admits, in the nataka- 
prakarana ot his own work, his indebtedness to the 
latter, with the remark em prnkriya dmarupdkta- 
Htyanmarena (p. 131). 


( 3 ) 


Dhanika, also described ;is the son of Visnu, and 
author of the °Avaloka commentary on Dhananjaya, 
was probably one of Dhananjaya’s numerous illus- 
trious contemporaries ; for he may be assigned to the 
same period. Dhanika quotes from Padmagupta 
(also known as Parimala) 1 , who wrote about 995 A.D., 


i on ii J 7 b * - NavasahaswikkcP yi 42. 
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as well as from Munja, and is quoted in liis turn 
by Bhoja in his Sarasvati-kanthdbharana in the first 
half of the 11th century. He is also described in 
one of the MSS 1 as holding the office of mahasadhya- 
, pdla under king Utpalaraja, who is apparently our 
Munja-vakpati, the patron of Dhananjaya. The su- 
. ggcstion that the author and commentator of the 
Dasarupaka are one and the same person, chiefly on 
the ground of the apparent similarity of names and the 
identity of the patronymic, as well as the inadvertant 
attribution of a verse of Dhananjaya’ s to Dhanika 
in some later works like the Sahitya-darpana ( ad vi 
64a = Dasarupaka iii 29), need not be seriously con- 
sidered 3 . Jacobi, however, supports this suggestion 3 

1 Wilson, Select Specimens , 3rd ed. I xx, xxi, endorsed 

by Hall p. 3 notes. It is curious to note that Dhanika (on 
iv 23 ed Parab) quotes nidrdrdha 0 which occurs in the Caurn- 
paficasika (ed. Solf no. 36) attributed to Bilhana : but this an- 
onymous quotation (which also occurs in Kuntala) does not 
of itself place Dhanika later than the middle of the nth 
century, the date of Bilhana ; for the anthencity of the verse is 
not beyond question, as it is attributed to Kalasaka in Subhas 0 
1280 and Jalhana 74a, and Bilhana’s authorship is still open 
to question. It is not safe, therefore, to base any chorono- 
logical conclusion on this quotation. Haas has not noticed 
the verse at all. , 

2 Haas (Pref. to ed. Dasarupaka xxxiv) is inaccurate 

in stating that there are in the commentary “ a number of 
indications of a difference of authorship,” and in support 
of this he cites ii 20b-2ia, iii 32b, iv 43c. Jacobi elaborately 
shows t GgA , 1913, pp. 304f) that Haas has entirely mis- 
understood these passages. 

3 Op. cit. p. 303. -Also L<Svi in JA, 1886, p. azt. ■ ■ 
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by pointing out that there is no seperate maiigald- 
carana to the commentary. This hypothesis, how- 
ever, cannot altogether get rid of the fact that 
Dhananjaya and Dhanika are indeed distinguished 
by some later writers. For instance, Vidyanatha, in 
his numerous references to the Dasarupaka, cites the 
the kdrikd-ve rses and never from the commentary 1 , 
although his commentator, Kumarasvamin, falls in 
one place 2 (p. 29) into the error of attributing one 
of Dhananjaya’ s verses (ii 23b) to Dhanika. It may 
also be urged that a man gala-verse to the °Avaloka, 
occurring in one of the MSS, is rejected by Hall as 
spurious, chiefly on the ground that its style is “too 
pedestrian for so ornate a stylist as Dhanika" (p. 4 
note). This ‘pedestrian’ stanza is apparently the 
same as that which occurs at the outset of Aufrecht’s 
Bodleian MS, noticed by him in bis Bod. Cat. 203a. 
On the other hand, the absence of the mail gala-verse 
need not in itself be taken as decisive; for while 
Mammata has no separate mail gala-verse to his vptti, 
we find them in Vamana and Ruyyaka. ^arngadhara 
in his anthology attributes to Dhanika several verses 
(3417 and 3973 ), which the latter gives as his own 
in his commentary (on iv 3a and ii 10 a). If, therefore, 
we suppose, as it is more likely, that the author 
and the commentator were not identical, then 

1 p. 46. 101, 102, 104, 105, 114, 124, 131, 219, 221, 228. 

2 in other passages the citation appears to be correct, 
pp. 47, 128, 130, 221, 233, 235, ; 59. Ranganatha on Vikra- 
itidr 0 (about 1656 A.D., p. 31 ed N. S. P. 1914) falls into the 
same mistake. Mallinatha on Kumara* i 4 and Sisu 0 vii 11 
quotes Dasarupaka correctly (ii 36b and ii 24 a). 
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Dhanika may be taken as a brother of Bhanaujaya 
(a supposition which explains the apparent similarity 
of names and the identity of patronymic), who colla- 
borated in the production of the work 1 by writing 
the commentary. 

From the 0 Avaloka we learn that its author 
composed poems in Sanskrit and in Prakrit, and 
also wrote a treatise, entitled Kavya-nirnaya (on iv 
35), which alludes to the Dhvanydloha and apparently 
deals with the general topics of Poetics. 

For other less known commentaries on Dasarnpaka, 
see Bibliography given below. 

I This supposition does not militate against the passage 
(on iv 33), referred t6 by Jacobi, in which the commentator 
intimately identifies himself with the author saying asrmbhih 
......... nisidhyate, meaning that the prohibition is made both 

by his author and himself. 


Bibliography 

Dhanafijaya 

Editions, (i) Bibl. Indica by Hall, 1865 (with 0 Avaloka) 
(2) by Jxvananda (a mere reprint of the above) 
Calcutta 1897 (3) by Parab, N. S. P., Bombay 
1897, 1917 \with 9 Avaloka). Transl. into 
English, with introd. and notes, by Haas in 
Indo-iranian Series (Columbia Univ.), New 
York 1912 (not very reliable, but exhaustive 
introd. and index). Our references are to 
Hall’s edition. On Haas’s ed. see criticisms of 
Jacobi in GgA, 1913, p. 302f, and Barnett in 
fRAS, 1913, p. 190k 
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MSS. Aufrecht i 247b, 789b ; ii 53b ; iii 53b ; ’ SCC vii 33, 34; 

KBod 484; Madras Cat. 12887, 12888-91 (with 
0 Avaloka). 


Dhanika 

Editions. Printed in Hall’s and Parab’s editions, with the 
text. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 248a, ii 53b, iii 53b; SCC vii 33, 34 (no 
tnaiigal&carana ) ; Madas Cat. 12888-91 (no 
mangala-ve rse). Dhanika’s Kavva-nirnaya is 

probably lost. 

Other Commentaries on Dhananjaya 

(1) comm, by Nrsimhabhatta. Oppert 2615. 

(2) *T\ku by Devapani (cited by Rahgamltha on 

Vikrambrva si ed. N. S. P. 1904, pp. 6, 31 ; 
cf AFl 444 and ABod 135b). No MSS 
discovered. This is the author who is wrongly 
called Pani by Wilson ( Select Specimens) and 
Aufrecht. Being anterior to Ranganatha, his 
date should be earlier than 1656 A.D. Ranga- 
natha also refers to a S a hast '< hklvt i-tjka in the 
same context (p. 31). , 

(3) 0 Paddhati hy Kuravirama. Ms in Hultzsch 554 

(only three pages). Kuravirama is a modern 
but fertile South Indian commentator who 
lived at the court of Zemindars of Karveti- 
nagaram in Norjh Arcot District, and wrote 
comms. also on two well-known poems, 
Campu-bha rata of Anantabhatta and V isva- 
gunadarsa of Venkata. He mentions in his 
comm, on the last named poem a commentary 
by himself on Appayya’s Kuvalay*, as well 
on Dhananjaya. See Hultzsch i p. xi. 



XII KUNTALA 


( i ) 


Kuntala, also called Kuntaka 1 , is Wetter known 
in Alamkara literature under the descriptive desig- 
nation of the V akrokti-ji vi ta-kara 2 from the peculiar 
name of his work Vakrdkti-jlvita , which itself is so 
called because of its central theory that the vakrdkti 
is the 4 soul ’ or essence of poesy. A MS of this work, 
long supposed to be lost, has been discovered in 
Madras and is being edited by the present writer for 
the Calcutta Oriental Series. 

Kuntala’s date 3 is fixed approximately by his quota- 
tion from the dramatist Rajasekhara, on the one hand, 
and by Mahimabhatta’s citation of Kuntala and his 
work, on the other. As Mahimbhatta flourished, as 
we shall see, towards the end of the 11th century, we 
may place Kuntala between the middle of the 10th 
and the middle of the 11th. As this date falls in 
with the known dates of Abhinavagupta (whose 

1 by Mahimabhatta p. 58 and his commentator p. 16; 

Vidyadhara p. 51. • 

2 Ruyyaka, ed. Kavyarftala, p. 8, with Jayaratha (also pp. 
12, 150 etc.) and Samudrabandha thereon (p. 4); Visva- 
natha ed. Durgaprasada p. 14; Kamadhenu on Vamana I. 1. 1, 
ed. Benares p. 6 , etc. 

3 This question has been dealt with in detail in the 
introd. to my edition of the work, and is only briefly referred 
to here. 
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latest date is 1015 A.D.), we may take Kuutala as a 
contemporary of this commentator on Auaudavar- 
dhana. Although Abhinava refers to various views 
about oakrokti held before his time, it is remarkable 
that he never alludes to the Vakrdkti-jivita-kara, who, 
as his title rdjdnaka indicates, was probably a Kash- 
mirian, "and whose work, if written before Abhinava’s 
time, ought to have been, from its nature and contents, 
important enough to be thus entirely ignored by a 
rival theorist. 


( * ) 

The first two chapters of the work, which is 
being published, give a general outline of his main 
theory ; but it is not known how many chapters his 
original treatise comprised. The fourth chapter iu 
the MS, however, which breaks off without completing 
the work, may be presumed to have formed its natural 
conclusion, inasmuch as it deals with the last variety 
of vakratd enumerated by the author. The running 
prose vt'tti, accompanying the kdrika-siokas, and 
forming an integral part of the work itself, appears 
to have been composed by Kuntala himself; for 
not only the commentator expressly identifies himself 
with the author, but the citations of later writers 1 
indicate that the karilcas should be taken en bloc 
with the ortti. Besides quotations from Kalidasa, 
Bhavabhuti, Anahgaharsa (author of the Tdpasa - 
vatsardja), Hala, Bana Magha, Bharavi, Bhallafa, 

x comm, to Vyakti-viveka p. 16 ; Kaniadhenu on Vamana 
p. 6. 


18 
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Amaru, Mayura, S§rlharsa, Bhatta Narayaiia, Raja- 
sekhara, the author mentions by name Sarvaseua, 
Manjira, Mityuraja (?), and the author of Udatta- 
ragluioa, and quotes from Bhamaha, Rudrata and 
the Dhvanikara ( = Anandavardhaua). The work 
stands unique for its exposition of the theory of 
vahrokti, which is apparently developed on the liues 
indicated by Bhamaha, as well as for its analysis 
of a poetic figure on its basis, which is implicitly 
accepted by all writers from Ruyyaka to Jagan- 
natha 1 . 

i See Jacobi, Ueber Begriff nnd Wesen tier poctischen 
Figuren in GN 1908. 


Bibliography 

Edition, by S. K. De, in the Calcutta Oriental Series, 1923 
(first two unmesas only ; the third and the fourth 
unmesas in preparation). 

MS. Madras Government Oriental MSS Library, as noticed 
in their Report of the. Working of the Peripatetic 
Party , 1916-19. 



XIII K.S.RMEXDK.A 


( i ) 

The industrious Kashmirian polygrapher Ksem- 
endra, with the surname Vyasa-dasa, is notable in 
Sanskrit Poetics tor his two interesting treatises, 
Aucitya-vicara and Ka vi-kant, hdbharana. He refers 
to another work of his 1 , devoted to the treatment ot 
poetic figures, entitled Kcwi-harnikci . 

Ksemendra himself gives us an indication of his 
date. The concluding verses of his two works, as 
well as of his Suvrtta-tilcika (ed. Kavymala. pt. 2, 
1886), state that he wrote in the reign of king 
Anauta of Kashmir; while the colophon to his 
S 'amaycmiatrka' tells us that it was finished in the 
reign of the same king in 1050 A. I). His J)usa >'((.- 
tam-carita, on the other hand, is dated by himself 
in 1066 A.D., in the reign of Kalasa, soft and succ- 
essor of Ananta. Bidder 2 is right, therefore, in 
fixing the period Ksemendra’s literary activity in 
the second and third quarters of the 11th century 3 . 

1 in Ancit. vie. */. 2. 

2 Kashmir Rep. p- 4& 

3 Dhanika, who lived towards the end of the ioth and 
the beginning of the I ith century, appears to quote (on i 6i) 
two verses which occur in some MSS of Ksemendra^ Brkat- 

katha, (ii 216, 217), and this apparently militates against this 

conclusion of Ksemendra’s date; but we know that the 
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( 2 ) 

Peterson proposed 1 , against the opinion of Biihler, 
who appears to have left the question open, the iden- 
tification of Ksemendra with Ksernaraja, the Saiva 
philosopher of Kashmir, who was a pupil of Abhinava- 
gupta, and who wrote, among numerous other works, 
a commentary on the Sivasutra and on Abhinava’s 
Paramdrthasara. Stein supports this identification, 
but Peterson himself appears to admit later on 2 that 
his own theory is doubtful. In his Ancitya-vicara , 
Ksemendra pays homage to Acyuta or Visnu ; but 
we know that he was, like his father, a Saiva in his 
youth but was converted afterwards into Vaisnavism, 
as he himself indicates, by Somacarya. This fact, 
as well as chronology, does not stand in the way of 
the proposed indentification, but there is no direct 
evidence to support it. Ksemendra describes him- 
self as the son of Prakasendra and grandson of 

Brhatkafha-'nafhjari was composed about 1037 A.D., and as 
the four lines in question occur in one of the MSS only, 
it is generally admitted now, for this and other reasons, that 
they are later interpolations. Ksemendra ( Aucit . vie. ad hi. 
11, 16, 20) quotes Parimala (otherwise known as Padmagupta) 
who was a contemporary of Dhananjaya and Dhanika. 

1 i p. 11, 85 and Biihler in I A xiii, 1884, p. 29. Biihler 
really proposed the indentification of Ksernaraja, author of 
Simbapaiicasika with Ksemendra who wrote Spanda-samdoha, 
but distinguished both from the poet Ksemendra Vyasadasa 
(See Kashmir Rep. p. 81 and fn). . 

, 2 iv p. xxiii. 
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Sindhu 1 , ami the name of his preceptor is given as 
Gangaka 2 . He was also the father of Somendra, 
and preceptor of Udayasimha and rajaputra Laksa- 
naditya 8 . We know nothing, on the other hand, of 
Ksemaraja’s genealogy or personal history. But 
we are told at the end of the B rhatkatha-manj ari 
that Ksemendra learnt sahitya from Abhinavagupta, 
while Ksemaraja at the end of his Svacchandd- 
ddyota 4 (as well as in the colophon to his Stava-cinta- 
mani) is described as sispa of the same great philoso- 
pher. It is worth noting, however, that while 
Ksemendra’s surname Vyasadasa 5 is given in all 
his works (with the exception of his Kala-vilasa), it 
does not occur in any of Ksemaraja’ s philosophical 
treatises. Ksemendra has taken care to let us know 
a great deal about himself, hut Ksemaraja always 
hides his light under the bushel and is apparently free 
from this trace of natural vanity. The question, 
therefore, cannot be taken as definitely settled, and 
can l>e satifactorily solved when, as Biihler long 
ago pointed out 6 , the name of Ksemaraja’s father 
is found. 

A list of Ksemendra’s numerous works is given 
below. 

1 concluding verse of the Damvatara . 

2 Aucit. vie. ad H 31. 

3 Kavi-kantha 0 ad v i (pp. 1 38, 1 39). 

4 Biihler op. cit. App. ii p. clxix (extract). 

5 Three stanzas are attributed to Vyasadasa in dub/ias 0 
(460, 1658, 3039). 

6 I A xiii, loc. cit. 
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Bibliography 

a. A uatya-viai ni-carc i 7 

Editions, (i) Kavyamala pt. i r 886 (2) with comm. Sahrdaya- 
tosinl. Madras 1906. Our references are to the 
former. For an account of the work, see Peterson 
in /RASBom. xvi pp. 167 f., where all the quota- 
tions in the work are collected together and discuss- 
ed. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 76b, 776b. iii 17a, 

/>. Knvi-kaa thAbhara ij<i 

Editions. Kavyamala pt. iv 1S87. A monograph on the 
work with analyais and German translation by 
Schonberg, Wien 1884 (in Sb. der Wiener A kad.) 
MSS. Aufrecht i 86b, iii 18b. 

There is no trace of Ksemendra’s Kavi-karaika. 

The Works of Knemendr a. A revised list of the works 
of Ksemendra, as mentioned by Peterson, Schonberg, editor 
of the Kavyamala (pt. i pp. 35, 1 1 5 ) and Aufrecht may 
be given here. Those which are quoted in Ancitya-vicira . 
fCavi-kanthdbharana and the Huvvtta-tilaka are marked res- 
pectively with the signs (A), (K) and (S). 

1 Amrta-taraiiga (or °turahga) (K) 2 Aucitya-vicara 3 
Avasara-sara (A) 4 Kanaka-Janakl (K) 3 Kala-vilasa (ed. 
Kavyamala pt. 1 ) 6 Kavi-kanthobharana 7 Kavi-karnika (A; 
8 Ksemendra-prakasa (mentioned in A Bod 38b) 9 Caturvarga- 
samgraha (A and ed. Kavyamala pt. 5) 10 Carucarya (ed. 
Kavyamala pt. 2) 11 Citrabharata-nataka (A and K) 12 
Darpadalana (ed Kavyamala pt. 6) 13 Dasavataracarita- 
kavya (ed. Kavyamala 26) 14 Desopadesa (K) 15 Danapari- 
jata 16 Nlti-kalpataru (may be the same as Nlti-lata quoted 
in A) 17 Padya-kSdambarl (K) 18 Pavana-paficasika (S) 19 
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Brhatkatha-manjari (ed. Kavyamala 69) 20 Bauddhuvadana- 
kiilpalata (A) 21 Bharata-manjarl (ed. N. S. P.) 22 Muktavali- 
kavya (A and K) 23 Munimata-mimainsa (A) 24 Rajavall 
(mentioned in Kalhana i 13) 25 Ramayana-katha-sara (ed. 
Kavyamala 83) 26 Lalitaratna-mala ( A) 27 Liivanyavatl-kavya 
(AandK) 28 Vatsyayanasutra-sara (A aud quoted in the 
Pahcasayaka) 29 Vinaya valll (A) 30 Vetala-pancaviinsati (from 
the Brhatkatha-manjarl) 31 Vyasastaka (A and K) 32 8asi- 
vaijisa-mahakavya ( Kj 33 Samayamatrka (ed. Kavyamala 12) 
34 Suvrtta-tilaka (ed. Kavyamala pt. 2 ) 35 Sevyasevakopadesa 
(ed. Kavyamfila |>t. 2). The Hastijanaprakasa, mentioned by 
Schonberg and Peterson is by Ksemendra, son of Yadu 
Sannan (see Kavyamala p. 115 fn and Aufrecht i 765). The 
Navaucitya-vicara in Schonberg is probably the same work as 
Aucityavicara. The Kalavilasa has been translated into 
German by R. Schmidt in WZKM xxviii, 1914, p. 4o6f ; 
the Darpadalana bv the same in ZDMG lxix, 1915, p. if 
(also ed. and transl by B. A. Hirszbant. St. Petersberg, 1892). 



XIV HHO.IA 

( i ) 

The earliest writer on Poetics who quotes Bhoja 
seems to he Hemacandra 1 , who flourished as we shall 
see, in the first half of the 12th century; while Var- 
dhamana, who however did not write till 3 140 A.D., 
mentions Bhoja in the second verse of his Ganaratna, 
the Vftti on which explains this Bhoja as the author of 
the Sarasvati-kauthdbharana. The latest writer quoted 
by Bhoja appears to be Rajasekhara 2 . whose latest 
date is the beginning of the 10th century, although 
some verses from the Caura-pancdsikd (no. 12, ed. 
Bohlen), attributed to Bilhana, occur in the Saras- 
vati-k 0 ('id. i 152) 3 . Bhoja appears also to refer in 
one verse (ad i 71, p. 22) to Munja, appearently 
Munja-vakpatiraja of Malava. Jacob 4 in misleading 
in putting down the name of Nami-sadhu, (who did 
not write his commentary on Rudrata till 1069 A.D.) 
in the list of authors quoted by Bhoja ; for the verses 
in question, though found in Nami, are not Narni’s 

1 p. 295 Comm., besides anonymous quotations. 

2 From Karpnra-m a nf ° , Bala-bha °, and Viddha'mla 0 . 
See Sten Konow’s ed. of Karp ura-manj^ pp. 198 f., for the 
quotations : also Jacob JRAS, 189 7, p. 304f. 

3 We hav^not based any chronological inference on this, 
because Bilhanu’s authorship of the work is not beyond 
question and Solf tries to demonstrate the existence of a 
poet called Cora or Caura, whose d^te is not known. 

4 <4>' <dt. p. 304. 
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own but really quoted by him from previous authors 1 . 
Bhoja also quotes about sixteen times from the 
j DamrUpaka and its commentary, which belong to the 
time of Munja, i.e. the end of the 10th and the begiu- 
uiug of the lltli century. The internal evideuce of ^ 
the text, therefore, places the author of the Sarasvati- ■ 
kP in the period between the second and the j 
fourth quarters of the I L tlx century ; and as this date) 
fits in easily with the known dates ot the 'Jth Para- 
mar a ruler Bhoja of Bhara, one of the well-known 
princes of the I 1th century, noted for his patronage 
of letters, the two may be taken to have been reason- 
ably identified. Our Bhoja is frequently cited in 
later Alamkara literature as Bhojaraja, and some 
times simply as raj an ' 1 which designation, like that 

i For instance, the verse avaui padmCisawXsina 0 (Bhoja 
dd i 51 p. r5j is found, no doubt, in Nami on xi 24, but it is 
really a quotation, along with several other verses in the 
same context, from Bhamaha ii 55. Similarly the two verses 
Sit marutii and sa pltavasa, quoted by Bhamaha himself (ii 4 B 
58) from some previous authors (one of whose names is given 
as Ramasarman) occur in Bhoja anonymously {ad i 121, 
pp. 43,44), but they are also quoted by Nami in the same con- 
text. There is no reason tp suppose that Bhoja took these verses 
from Nami’s comm, instead of going directly to Bhamaha, 
from whom he quotes several, other verses directly (e.g, 
akromn ndhvayafi, Bhoja ad iii » 8, p. 144 = Bhamaha ii 94 1 
Bhamaha ii 92 — Bhoja ad iv 5 1 > p- 226-7 = »8 ubha # 0 1645 bhavm- 
hasya). Similar remarks apply to the other supposed quota- 
tions given by Jacob, whose mistake is probably due to the 
fact that Bhamaha’s text was not available to him. 

2 c.g. Vidyadhara pp. 98, 1 50. I 9 3 i 2 § 7 , 3 ° 4 > a,, d Malli- 
iiatha pp. 287, 304 etc. 

19 
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ot* muni applied to Bharata, seems to mark him out 
par excellence in this literature. 

( 2 ) 


Kalharja states (vii 259) 1 that king Bhoja of 
Dhara was the true friend of poets ; and it is possible 
that he had himself literary predilections. He was 
the son and successor of Sindhuraja and a nephew 
Munja-vakpatiraja who was also, as we have seen 
a great patron of letters. The date of Bhoja is well 
known from his own and other inscriptions 2 . Alberuui 3 
mentions him as stiil reigning in 1030 A I)., while the 
date saka 964 = 1042 A.D. is given by the llaja- 
mrgdhka which is attributed to Bhoja. We know also 
that he fought with Calukva Javasimha III between 
1011 and 1019 A.D., and with the latter’s successor 
JSomesvara (1042-1060 A.D.), who according to 

Bilhana took Dhara by storm and forced Bhoja to ilee. 
Bilhaiia himself speaks of Bhoja as of a contemporary 
‘ whom hp did not visit though he might have done 
so’ 4 . In Kalhana’s assertion, referred to above, 
with respect to Bhoja and Ksitiraja, the phrase 
tcmnin ksane is taken by Bidder to refer to the period 
when, after the nominal* coronation of Kalasa in 10G2 

c — 

1 sa ca bhoja-uarcndra'x ca daubtkar^cua vih'titau j sT< rl 
tasmin ksane tulyam dvdvastain kavi-bandhavan. 

2 I A v 17, 3 r 8 f, vi 5jf ; El i 2306 

3 ed. Sachau i 191. According to Merutuiiga, Bhoja 
succeeded Mufija in sainvat 1078= 1022 A.D. See, however, 
llhandarkar, Ref). 1882-83, pp. 44-45. 

4 Biihler’s ed. Vikramdnka 0 p. 23 fn,also text xviii 96. 
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A.D., Ksitiraja became a sanaymia and sometimes 
visited king Atlanta in order to console him. If this 
interpretation is correct, we get a limit to Bhoja’s 
date at 106‘2 A.l). A copper-plate ot his successor 
Jayasimlm, however, is dated 105f> A.D., and 
throws doubt on Bidder's con jecture. But all this 
will justify us in fixing Bhoja’s date with great 
probability between 10 L0 and 10 a a A. I).; i.e. roughly 
covering a part of the first and the whole of the 
second quarter of the 1 1 tli century, and he may have 
lived into the third quarter of the same century. 
The exact dates of his accession and death are 
unknown. 


( ) 

Besides his well-known Saras oatl-h < a ( h dbh arn it a , 
Bhoja appears also to have written a work called 
Srugara-prtthlsa 1 , a MS of which has been recently 
acquired by the Government Oriental MSS Library, 
Madras 2 . It is composed in 30 prahams, and is 
described as the largest known work iit Sanskrit 
Poetics. The first eight chapters are devoted to the 
quasi-grainmatical question relating to word and its 
sense as the means of expression, and the theory of 
vftti. The ninth and the .tenth chapters describe 
the blemishes and excellences of expression ( dosa 

1 This work is mentioned by V idyadhara p. 98, Kumara- 
svamin p. 114, 221 ; Rayamukuta and Sarvananda on Amara ; 
Hemadri on Raghu etc. 

2 mentioned in the Rep. of the Working of the Peripatetic 
Party of the Library, 191C-19. 
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and gutta ) ; vhile the eleventh and twelfth chapters 
deal respectively with the mahd-kavya and the 
drama. The next twenty-four chapters treat exclu- 
sively of the rasas, of which the sritgara or love is 
maintained to be the principal and essential, and the 
work derives its name from Bhoja’s theory that 
spigara is the only one rasa admissible 1 . As in the 
Sarasvati-L 0 , this work, in the manner of a cyclopaedic 
compilation, gives a large number of quotations to 
illustrate the rules and principles laid down. Sarada- 
tanaya’s 7> 1/ a r aj > ralasa , which deals with the same 
subject, constitutes really a summary of the important 
eh apters of Bh oj a. 


( 4 ) 


The S< (ras r> a 1 1 lea ii/lalbhara. a a is not a very original 
work, but consists chiefly of a patient compilation in 
an encyelopeadic manner from earlier treatises, especi- 
ally from Dandin, from whom he takes, according 
to the calculation of Jacob 2 , no less than 184 illutrat- 
ions. From the index of citations given by Jacob, 
we find that Yarnana is quoted 22 times, Budrata 
19 times, the Dhaoanydlohi more than 10 times (six 
of the harihas being reproduced), while it is curious 
to note that Bhoja ihakes a good use of Bhatfi’s 
illustrations of the figure yamaha and its numerous 

I Cf Vidyndhara raj 2 tu srngaram ekatn eya srngara- 
prakase rasam urarlcakara p. 98; Kumarasvamin p. 221 
U-iiglra eka eva rasa iti sr uga rapraka'sa-ka rah.. 

? lac. cit. 
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sub-species. While the chief value of Bhoja’s work 
consists in its abundant wealth of illustrations and 
examples, numbering about 1500, to every rule and 
prescription, it is nevertheless interesting as embody- 
ing, in the main, a tradition of opinion, which is also 
represented in the Ag/ti-puraiia, but which in many 
respects stands apart from the orthodox Kashmirian 
school. 


( * ) 

The commentators on Bhoja, as noted below, 
are not numerous, nor are they of much importance. 
Ratnesvara’s commentary has been published several 
times together with the text, but so far only three 
chapters of it. have been printed. 

Bibliography 
a. Sarasvatl -kanlZib bharav a 

Editions, (i) by Borooah, Calcutta 1883, 1884 (2) by Vlres- 
vara SastrT, Benares 1888 (chs. iv and v ) (3) by 
Jlvananda, with comm, of Ratnesvara (on chs. 
i-iii), Calcutta 1894 (4) Kavyamala (partly pub- 
lished). Our references are to ed. Boorah 1884. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 699b; ii 167a, 232b; iii 145a ; SCC vii 47, 
48; KBod 489; SCB 34 (with comm.); Madras 
Cat. 12962. 

Commentaries. ( 1 ) Ratna-darpana by Misra Ratnesvara. (ed. 

with the text by Jlvananda, Calcutta 1894; ed. 
Benares as above. MSS. Aufrecht i 699b, ii 167a, 
232b, iii 145a ; KBod 490 ; SCC vii 49; Madras Cat. 
12963). The nominal author Ramasimhadeva, 
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mentioned in the introductory stanza 2, is apparent- 
ly the author’s patron. In the colophon, the 
author’s name is given as Misra Ratnesvara and 
in Benares ed. of the text, the commentary is said 
to have been written at the command of Rama- 
siinhadeva. In the Catalgues, the work is sometimes 
inaccurately given as by Ramasiinhadeva. The 
author refers to a comm, on the Kav. prak. by him- 
self. Only the first three chapters of this Rotna- 
dmpana have been published in the editions noted ; 
and both the Madras and Bodleian MSS contain 
these chapters only. 

( 2) 0 Mar j ana by Harinatha, mentioned by himself in 
his comm, on Dandin {A Bod 206b). 

( 3) Duskara-citra-praka'sika by Laksmlnatha Bhatta. 

Aufrecht iii 145a. He may be indentical with 
Laksmlnatha who according to Kielhorn Report 
1880-81 p. 71, wrote his P ingala-pradopa in iCot 
A.D. Kielhorn’s MS of this latter work appears 
to have been copied in 1660, while Burnell's (/'m- 
gald rthn-d Ipika pp. 53b, 175b) in 1632 A.D. 

(4) 0 'Hkci by Jagaddhara, son of Ratnadhara and Dama- 
yanti. Aufrecht ii 167a, 232b ; extract is given in 
Ulwar 1086. This work is probably earlier than 
the 17th century but later than the 14th (see 
Bhandarkar Pref. to Malatwiadhava pp. xviii- 
xxi). Jagaddhara's “genealogy is given thus: Candes- 
vara~>V edesvara (Vedadhara)-vRamadhara (Rame- 
svara) — >-Gadadhara — ►Vidyadhara — >-Ratnadhara-> 
Jagaddhara. He wrote several commentaries 
(Aufrecht i 195) on the Meghaduta, Vasavadatta, 
Venlsam/tara , Malafi-madhava etc. 

(5) Comm, by Harikjsna Vyasa. SCB 34. 
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b. Sriigara-prakaia 

The only MS known is in the Government Oriental MSS 
Library, Madras, mentioned in their Report quoted above. 
See above p. 147. 



XV MAH IM ALSU ATT A 


( i ) 

Rajanaka Mahimau, Mahimaka or Mahimabhatta, 
who is cited generally as the Vyaktiviveka-kara 1 
from the name of his work, was, as indicated by his 
title, probably a Kashmirian writer, who describes 
himself as the son of Sri-dhairya and disciple of 
nuthakaoi Syamala. He informs us at the outset of 
his work (i 3) that his principal object is to consider 
the views of the Dhvauikara ; and as in the course 
of his discourse he examines the text of the Dhvati- 
ydloka, quoting from the karika and the vt'tti, with a 
minuteness which cannot be mistaken, we may infer 
with certainty that he was later than Ananda- 
vardhana 2 . It is also probable that Mahimabhatta 
was later than Anauda’s commentator, Abhinavagupta ; 
for in some places he betrays an acquaintance with 
the latter’s work. At p. 19, for instance, Mahima- 
bhatta quotes directly a long passage from the 
Locana (p. 33), and shows himself alive to the point 

1 Visvanatha, ed. Durgaprasada N. S. P., 191^, p. 18, 
249 ; Mallinatha on Kirata iii 2 1 ; Ruyyaka, ed. Kavyamala, 
p. 12 j Kesaya Misra p. 80-81 ; Jagannatha p. 13 ; etc. Kesava 
mentions his name as Mahiman. 

2 Cf Jayarathap. 1 2 ; dhvanikardntarabhavl vyaktiviveka- 
kara iti , the Dhvanikara being, to Jayaratha, Ananda* 
vardhana himself. 



MAHIMBHATTA 


153 


involved in Abhinava’s discussion by criticising it. 
The passage refers to Dhvanydloka i 13 where the 
Dhvanikara uses the verb vyaiiktah in the dual 
number with the express purpose, as Abhinava ex- 
plains, of indicating a duality of sense. Bhatfa 
Nayaka appears to have taken exception to this use 
of the dual number, upon which Abhinava concludes 
by remarking tena yad bhatta-nayake im dvi-vacanavi 
dmitauh tad gaj a-uimllikayawa. Mahimabhatta, 
referring to this discussion, quotes anonymously the 
remarks of Abhinava (not only the above line but 
the whole passage), with the statement kecid vima- 

ninah '. yad ahus tad bhrdnti-mulam. The 

terms of reference apparently indicate, as Narasiinha 
Iyengar rightly points out 1 , that Mahimabhatta is 
here referring clearrly to Abhinava as a theorist of 
a rival system who, if not contemporaneous, could 
not have flourished long before his own time. This 
gives us one terminus to Mahimabhatta’s date. On 
the other hand, Ruyyaka who, as we shall see, flour- 
ished in the first half of the 12th century and pro- 
bably also wrote the anonymous commentary on 
Mahimabhatta, printed in the Trivandrum edition 
of the text, is the earliest writer to quote and criticise 
Mahimabhatta 2 . We may, therefore, assign Mahima- 
bhatta to the period between Abhinava and Ruyyaka, 
i.e. later than the first quarter of the 11th but earlier 

1 JR AS, 1908, pp. 65 f. 

2 Iyengar {op. cit.) and Haricand (op. at. p. 105) think 
that Mahimabhatta is “ quoted or criticised ” by Mammata ; 
but, as Kav.prak. v p. 252 (B. S. S. 19x7) shows, Mammata 
does not at all cite Mahimabhatta or his work, but only 

20 
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than the first quarter of the 12th century, and ap- 
proximately fix his date towards the last half or the 
end of the 11th century. This date will* be in 
harmony with the probable date of Syamala, who is 
mentioned by Mahimabhatta as his preceptor, if 
this Syamala is the same poet as is quoted by 
Ksemendra 1 . 


( * ) 


It is difficult to determine what relation Mahim- 
bliatta bore to Saiikuka’s who was also, like Mahitna* 

criticises an anumana -theory which tries to explain the concept 
of dhvani by means of inference. No chronological conclusion 
can be based on this ; for Anandavardhana also refers to a 
similar theory long before Mahimabhatta wrote. 

i Aucit.vic. ad hi. l6 ; Suvytta. til ad ii 3r. Also Subha 
2292 and Jalhana 165b. Ksemendra’ s Syamala appears to be 
identical with Syamilaka, who wrote the bhitna entitled Pada- 
tlditaka (ed. Ramakrsna Kavi and Ramanatha Sastrl, 
Madras 1922) ; for the verses, attributed to Syamala in the 
two works of Ksemendra noted above, occur as hi. 33 and 
the 125 respectively in the printed text of the bhavM. The 
colophon describes the author as son of Visvesvaradatta 
and an udlcya (northerner), which makes it probable that 
he is the Kashmirian Sy&mala, Syamalaka or Syamilaka, 
also cited by Abhinavagupta. Both Abhinava and Kuntala 
quote anonymously verses from this bhana. The verse 
ascribed to Syamalaka in the Subhap* [pray ahcitt'tm-mrgay ate 
yah priyapada-taditam j ks&lariiyam hiras tasya kanta-g andTmi- 
hldhubkih ) refers unmistakably to this bhana, and the second 
line occurs in a slightly modified form in the bhana itself 
{ad si 132), Rajasekhara cites a Syamadeva (pp. 11, 13, 17). 
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bhatfa, an anumili-vadia 1 in his theory of rasa, for 
$ahkuka\s work has not yet been recovered. Our 
author claims for himself originality of treatment 
and freedom from slavish imitation 2 , and his omission 
of all references to his predecessor need not, there- 
fore, appear strange. The only testimony of Rama- 
carana, an 1 8th century Bengal commentator on 
Visvanatha 3 , need not be seriously considered ; but 
it is probable that the theory developed by Mahima 
did not originate in himself. Anandavardhana refutes 
at some length some theory of atmmana (pp. 201 f) 
which attempted to explain that the suggested sense, 
posited by" the dhvani- theory, can be arrived at by 
the process of logical inference. Mahimabhatta pro 
bably worked out systematically some such thesis 
(anticipated, it may be, by Anandavardhana), as a 
direct rejoinder to Ananda’s classical exposition ; but 
there is no evidence to connect him with the theory 
accredited to Sankuka by Abhinavagupta and others. 

( -‘5 ) 

From the Vyaldiviveka itself (p. 108) we learn 
that Mahimabhatta also wrote a work entitled 

1 He is so called by Mallinatha ( Tara la p. 85) and 
Kumarasvamin (p. 219). 

2 He says, for instance, that he has written his work 
without looking at Candtika and Darpana, which apparently 
had the same object in view as the demolition of the 
dkvani-thcory (i 4 , 5). 

3 ed. Durgaprasada p. 248 s ed. Roer p. 12 1 note, 
sankuka-matanuyayinam vyak tviveka-kara dw a 111 matanx du^a- 
yati. 
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lor, 

Tatlvdkti-kosa , where he is said to have discussed 
what he calls pratibha-tattmi 1 , in connexion with 
the poetic conception of an idea, 

Mahimabhatta’s work which recognised the new 
concept of dhmni, but tried to explain it by the 
established process of ctmmana (and not by the 
separate function of vyanjana explained by Ananda- 
vardhana), never found any re cognition in the hands 
of later theorists, most of whom became partisans of 
the latter. Even his commentator does not appear 
to possess much sympathy for his somewhat extreme 
view, and Mahirnabhatta is rather unique in having 
no followers in later literature. 

The commentator referred to has been identified 
with some reason with Ruyyaka, who has another 
commentary on Mammata to his credit, as well as 
seversfl independent works on Alamkara. We shall 
deal with him hereafter as an independent writer on 
Alamkara. 

i Cf Jacobi Sb. dcr Preuss . A had. xxiv 225 fn. 
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x\'l MAMMATA AND ALLATA 


( i ) 

A great deal ot’ uncertainty exists with regard 
to the exact date of Mammata whose name 1 , as well 
as the title raj anal; a, indicates that lie was probably 
a Kashmirian. The story relied upon by Hall 2 and 
Weber 3 that Mammata was the maternal uncle of 
the author of Naimdlm may be relegated to the 
region of fantastic fables which often gather round 

1 Aulrecht fi 432^ notes that Mammata’s original name 
was Mahimabhatta on the mistaken authority of Kesava 
Misra’s erroneous citation (p. 8>Ri). The passage in which 
Kesava cites Mahimabhatta clearly refers not to Mammata 
but to Mahiman, author of the Vyaktiviveka , mentioned in 
the same context. The verse anaucityad ; te, however, which 
is thus quoted and attributed to Mahiman by Kesava, occurs 
originally in the vrtti of the Dhvanyaloka (j>. 145) from 
which apparently it is also cited in the Vyakti-vivcka (pp. 31, 
1 14) with a sa evdha, along with many other verses similarly 
quoted from the same text. Kesava might have taken the 
verse directly from the Vyaktiviveka s citation, without 
knowing the original source, and wrongly attributed it to 
Mahiman himself. It does not occur at all in the Kav. prak. 
Aufrecht’s suggestion, therefore, that Mammata is a corruption 
of the name Mahimabhatta, like his other supposition that 
the name Rudrabhatta vields Rudrata, is unwarranted. Cf 

* * ? J 

Peterson ii p. 19. 

2 introd. to Vasavadatta p. 55. 

3 Hist, of Sausk. Lit. (Eng. trans. 2nd ed.), p. 232 fn. 



158 


SANSKRIT POETICS 


celebrated names. The lower limit of Mainmata’s 
date, however, may be fixed with reference to two 
commentaries on the Kaoyctrprakasa, of which the 
date can be ascertained. The commentary of Ma- 
nikyaeandra is expressly dated in samvat 1210= 11 HO 
A.D. The exact date of Ruyyaka’s commentary 
is not. known, but we know from other sources that 
Ruyyaka flourished in the second and third quarters 
of the 1.2th century 1 . Mammata, therefore, cannot 
be placed later the beginning of the 12th century. 

i JhalakTkara maintains, on the authority of Parama- 
nanda Cakravartin and Nagoji on Mammata, that Mammata 
in several places criticises Ruyyaka, who therefore must be 
placed earlier than Mammata. But the passages he cites do 
not support his contention. Thus the verse rajati tailymn 
(. Kt.v.prak . p. 758) is supposed to be directed against Ruyyaka 
p. 199, where the same verse is quoted in the same context. 
It appears, however, that Mammata gives this verse as an 
instance of Uabdulamkara-samkara without any comment but 
with the simple statement that here we have a commixture of 
yamaka and an u loma-pra t Horn a-cit ra dependent on one another. 
Ruyyaka, on the other hand, citing the same verse and referr- 
ing to the opinions of “ other authors” comments on it at some 
length. He remarks that though the verse is given by some as 
an example of wbdulamkara-samkara, such commixture of 
sabdalamkaras, in his opinion, is not possible, and the ex- 
ample is faulty. The verse itself occurs in Ratnakara’s Hara- 
vijaya (v 137)- Jayaratha and Samudrabandha also remark 
in this connexion that the anonymous authors, referred to 
by Ruyyaka in his criticism, allude to “ Mammata and others.” 
Besides, Ruyyaka himself quotes (p. 102 ) Mammafca’s karikci 
iv 15 - 16 . Jayaratha expressly says that Ruyyaka wrote a 
commentary on Mammata called Kavyaprakasa-samketa (p. 
102 ). In several other places, both J ayaratha and Samudra- 
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The other limit cannot be settled so satisfactorily. 
It has been maintained that Mammata in one verse 
{bhoj a- n spates tat-tydga-Jlldyitam x ad 29b ; B. S. S. 
ed. 1917, p. 684) eulogises Bhoja with whom he should 
be presumed to have been contemporaneous. This 
is sought to be supported by the story, related by 
a very late commentator Bhimasena 1 , that Mammata 
was the son of Jayyata and had two brothers Kayyata 
and Uvvata, of whom Uvvata is taken to be 
the well-known commentator on the Vedie works, 
some of which, as he himself tells us, were composed 
in Avanti while Bhoja was still reigning. It is 
suggested on this ground that Uvvata was probably 
the medium of the quotation referred to above relat- 
ing to his royal patron ; or, assuming it to have been 
composed by Mammata himself, it might have 
obtained for its author an introduction into the 
munificent court of Bhoja 2 . But this theory is 
untenable; for Uvvata tells us that his father’s name 
was Vajrata and not Jayyata ; and it is not clear that 
the stanza in question, given anonymously as an 
instance of the figure udatta (which consists in a 
description of the wealth and prosperity of an exalted 
personage) was composed by Mammata himself, who 
certainly borrows similar illustrative verses from 

bandha point out that Ruyyaka fs criticising Mammata (e.g. 
Jayaratha pp. 77, 102, 107, 150, 163, 199, 204;Samudra- 
bandha pp. 23, 25, 119, 156, 243, 249 etc.). 

1 jntrod. to ed. Kav-prak. in B. S. S. (3rd. ed. 1917) pp. 
6-7 : also extract in Peterson i p. 94. 

2 Gahganatha Jha in his introd. to his trails, of Kav. 
pfak . pp. vi-vii. 
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various sources. All that this anonymous verse may 
be taken to establish is that its allusion to king 
Bhoja indicates that Mammata was not probably 
earlier than Bhoja. 

We may, therefore, place Mammata between 
Ruyyaka on the one hand and Bhoja on the other, 
if we may assume, on the authority of the commen- 
tators, the identity of this Bhoja with the Paramara 
Bhoja of Dhara, the reputed author of the Saras- 
vati-k 0 . In other words, Mammata probably belongs 
to the period between the middle of the llth and the 
first quarter of the 12th century. Allowing two 
generations to intervene between him and Ruyyaka, 
we may assign Mammata’s literary activity roughly 
to the last quarter of the llth century. 

( 2 ) 

Although well-known for his Kdvya-prakma, 
which helped to establish finally and exclusively 
the doctrines of the Kashmirian school of Ananda- 
vardhana, Mammata is also the author of’ a less 
known work entitled the Sabdavydpara-paricaya 
which, as its name implies, is a short dissertation on 
the expressive functions, (ortti) of words. Mammata, 
like most writers on Poetics, was also well-versed in 
the allied science of grammar, proficiency in which he 
also displays in the larger work. 

On a summary examination of the contents of 
the Kdoya-prakdsa, it will appear that the work is 
carefully planned and systematically worked out. 
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Peterson, however, on the indication given in Raja- 
naka Ananda’s 0 Nidarsana 1 commentary, first called 
in question the unity of the work, although his first 
erroneous impression 2 , corrected afterwards by him- 
self, 3 was that the karika - text was composed by 
Mammata, while the running pros e-vrtti was added by 
some other hand. There is enough evidence now to 
show that Mammata composed nearly the whole work 
{karika and vytti), and only a small portion of the 
last chapter, left incomplete by him, was completed 
by another author, whose name is given by Ananda 
as Alata or Alaka. That the fact of joint-authorship 
is skilfully concealed is supposed to be alluded to in 
the last verse, given in most of the MSS 4 , which 
apparently says that “ this way of the learned, 
though different yet appearing identical, is not 
strange, for here the only cause is a properly construct- 
ed (plan of) combination.” This may be explained, 
no doubt, as meaning that the author here claims 
the credit of having skilfully removed, in his system- 
atic work, all conflict of opinions held by different 
authors on Poetics ; but most commentators agree 
in finding here a hint implying chat the work left 
incomplete by Mammata was completed by some 
other person, and the traces ftf joint-authorship are 

1 The name of this comm, is Sitikantha-vibodkana as well 
as Kavyaprakasa-nidarsana. 

2 Rep. i p. 2i f. 

3 Rep. ii p. 13 f. Cf Biihler in I A xiii 30. 

4 ityesa inargo vidu^ain vibhittno’- / py abhinna-v itpah, 
pratibkasate yat / natadvicitrarayad amutra satnyag / vimrmita 
samgftatatiatva hetuh. 
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ingeniously obliterated. Mapikyacandra Suri, one of 
the earliest commentators, does not comment on this 
verse 1 , but Ruyyaka remarks in his Q Samketa com- 
mentary: esa grantho grant hakrtdnena Icatham apya- 
samdptatvdd aparena ca puritdvasesatvad dvi-khamld- 
pyakhan dataya yad avahhasate fair a samghatanaiva 
hetuh. In this view Ruyyaka is followed by Jayanta 
Bhafta, Somes vara, Narahari Sarasvatl-tirtha, Kama- 
lakara, Ananda, Jajnesvara and other early as well 
as late commentators. Rajanaka Ananda, however, is 
more explicit and quotes a traditionary verse 2 to show 
that Mammata composed the work up to the treat- 
ment -of the figure parikara (x 32), while the 
rest, consisting of a small portion of the concluding 
chapter, was completed by Alaka, Alata or Allata 3 . 

This statement about the joint-authorship of the 
Kavya-prakasa receives confirmation from an indipen- 
dent source. Commenting on Amaru- sataka (ed. 
Kavyamala. 18, 1916, si. 30), Arjunavarman who, 

flourished in the first quarter of the 13th century, 
quotes from the Kavya-prakasa vii ad 14 (the verse 
prasade * vartasva 4 cited therein) with the remark 

1 Peterson iii p. 19. 

2 krtah sr~i-mammaidc~irya-varyaih parikardvadhili J pra- 
bandkah puritah seso vidkaydlata (°laka or 0 Haiti) surma. 

3 This is perhaps the reason why in some MSS of the 
work, the colophon puts down the names of Mammata and 
Allata (or Alaka) as the authors, e.g. Bodleian MS (Hultzsch 
collection 172), which is a Kashmirian MS in ^arada character, 
reads: iti kavyapraka'sdbhidhanam, kavya-laksanavn satna- 
ptam, krtih hri-raja naka-ma m ma takdlakavoh. 

4 This verse is ascribed to Candraka in Sarrigadhara 
3565. — On this question, see Kane in I A, 1911, p. 208. 
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yathoddhrtam dosa-nirnaye mammatdlakdbhydm . In 
the same chapter on dona in the Kdcya-prakclm, Amaru 
72 is quoted as instancing the fault technically known 
as jugupmsWd (vulgarity causing disgust), because the 
word vdyu in the verse is supposed to connote vulgar 
associations. Arjunavarman defends Amaru from this 
fastidious criticism with the pointed remark : him tu 
hladaikamayi-vara-labda-prasada h kavyaprakasakdraii 
prdyena dosa-drsft, yenaivainvidhesvapi paramdrtha- 
sah r day ana nda-padestt sara^a -kav d-amdarlhesu dosam 
ana sdksaf ak nr at dm. Both these passages, which 
mention the dual authorship of the Kdvya-prakdsa, 
refer in [(articular to eh. vii where the dosas or faults 
of composition are discussed Unless the remarks 
be taken to imply a general reference to the fact 
of joint-authorship without particularly meaning 
collaboration of any special chapter, one may be led 
to the conclusion that Allata (here mentioned as 
Alaka) had a hand not only in the 10th, as the the 
tradition makes it out, but also in the 7th chapter. 

( 3 ) 

Of the three forms of the name, Alaka, Alata 
and Allafa, the last, which is given in Stein’s Jammu 
MS, seems to be the most authentic. The fa is a 
well-known suffix to Kashmihian names, and Stein 
says thftfc “ this form of the name is the only one 
known to the tradition of Kashmirian Pandits, to 
whom the double authorship of the Kavya-prakaM 
is otherwise perfectly familiar.’’ 1 This Allata or 


i See Jammu Cat, pp. xxiii f. 
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Alaka is supposed to be the same as Rajanaka Alaka 
who wrote a commentary on Ruyyaka, and is quoted 
by Ratnakantha as such 1 . If this identification, which 
was suggested by Peterson but disfavoured by Stein, 
is correct, then we must also ascribe to him the 
Visamapaddddyata commentary 2 on Ratnakara’s 
Haravijaya, where Alaka is described as the son of 
Rajanaka Jayanaka. It appears strange, however, 
that Allata, the continuator of the Kavya-prakasa, 
should also be the commentator of Ruyyaka, who in his 
turn commented on the same work. This will make 
the two writers commentators on each other’s text ; 
and if this were so, we may naturally expect a refer- 
ence to this fact by Ruyyaka, who otherwise alludes 
to the dual authorship of the Kavya-prakam, but 
does not mention the name of Allata as the conti- 
nuator 3 . 


( 4 ) 

A tradition, chiefly obtaining in Bengal, as we 
find it in Baladeva Vidyabhusaiia and Mahesvara 

1 Peterson ii p. iyf. 

2 i pp. 1317. Cf. Biihler, Kashmir Rep. p. 45. The work, 
extending over 50 cantos, has been printed in Kaivyamala 22. 

3 It is clear, however^ that the combination of names 
in the colophon to a MS of the Kdv.prak. (containing, in the 
same codex, the text and Ruyy aka’s 0 Samketa commentary), 
viz., iti hrimadrajlnakallata-mammata-rucaka-viracite nija- 
grantha-kd vyaprakdsa-samkete prathama ulldsah , should not 
lead us to think, as Peterson and Stein do, that the Kav. 
prak. is a joint-compilation of Allata, Mammal# and Rucaka 
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NyFtyalamkftra, two very late Bengal commentators 
on the Kd o ya-prakdm 1 , imputes -the authorship of 
the kdrikds (here called sutras 2 ) to Bharata and the 
prose-»?*^i to Mammata, while Bharata himself is 
said to have drawn upon the Agni-purana. While 
the last assertion about the Ag ni-purctga has no 
foundation in fact and is apparently prompted by the 
amiable but unhistorical imagination of late writers, 
which delights in exalting the antiquity of the 
Purdiias, the suggestion of Bharata’ s authorship 
of the kdrikds is too unauthentic and fanciful to be 
accepted. Mammata’ s authorship of the kdrikds has 
been declared by Hemacandra (Comm. p. 109 = Kao. 
prak. v l- 2 b ) in the first quarter of the 12 th century, 
as well as accepted by a succession of authors and 

(or Ruyyaka), but it only indicates the names of the authors 
of the original work (viz, Mammata and Allat.a) as well as the 
name of the author of the °S<unketa commentary comprised 
in the codex. 

1 Vidyabhusana’s Sdhitya-hnumud'i on Mammata, 
ed. Kavyamalii 63, 1897, p. 2, and comm.; also comm. p. 1. 
and text p. 189. Cf. Peterson ii p. lof. Mahesvara’s comm, 
(ed. Jlvananda, 1876) p. l. This view is also endorsed by 
Jayarama Pancanana, another Bengal commentator on Mam- 
mata (see Peterson ii pp. 21-2 :, 107). 

2 The term sTitra should not mislead us to think that 
the work might have been oyginally composed in that form, 
upon which the later k%riki 7-verses were based ; for it is not 
unusual for the commentators to refer to Mammata’ s kdrikds 
themselves as sdtras-. e.g. 0 Praddpa , ed. Kavyamala 1912, 
p. 378 sUtre vlbhiga upalakmna-parali ; p. 384 sTitram 
cjpalaksanatajdi yojyam ; °PrabhH p. 381 suirdskaranusa- 
ratah ; 0 Uddyota ed. Candorkar, x p. 123. 
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oommentators like Jayaratha, Vidyadhara, Malli- 
natha, Kumarasvamiti and Appayya. V aidyanatha, 
commenting on °jPradipa (I 1), alludes to this tradi- 
tion and rejects it expressly 1 ; and in this view most 
of Mammata’s other commentators agree. Apart 
from this, the evidence of the text itself goes directly 
against such a hypothesis. The karikds iv 4-5 are 
expressly supported in the vrtti by a dictum of 
Bharata (vi p. 87 ed. Grosset), and thus imply a dis- 
tinction between the author of the kart lea and that 
of the Ndhja-m*l m. 2 . The kdrikd x 8b, again, says 
maid la pdrnana f -, implying from the context that 
the figure mdlci rapakrt follows the rule laid down 
for the figure mdlopamd, which, however, is not taught 
in any of the previous karikds, but explained in the 
ortti. This apparently indicates that the karika and 
the oftti form one block which should be attributed 
to one and the same author 3 . 

The source of this tradition is probably the un- 
questioned reverence paid to the sage Bharata, but 

it may also be due to the fact that Mammata him- 
1 

1 0 Prabha ed. Kavyamala p. 2. 

2 Cf Vaidyanatha on i I ; granthakyd iti main matabkattd- 

khyasya kiirikakartur nirdesah bharata-samhitayam 

kasamcil karikanain darkamt, sa eva granthakyd iti nayuktam ; 
caturthe — “ karandnvatha kdrydni sahakarini” (iv 4 ) ityddi 
kTirikarthe “ tad uktani bharatena ” iti bharata-sammati-pra- 
darsanasyosamgatitvapatteh. 

3 To the same effect Vaidyanatha commenting on this 
passage, ed. Kavyamala 1912, p. 329: etad eva stitram stitra- 
vrttikrtor ekatve jhdpakam, malbpamayah slitrdvanukta- 
ya vyttdveva kathanat. Also cf other agreeing opinions 

quoted in jhalaklkara’s comm. ed. B, S. S. 1917, p, 599 
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sell has made a considerable use of Bharafa’s karikas. 
Thus Bharata vi 15, 17-21 = Mammata iv 6-11. 

Mamrnata, however has also made a similar use oikarikas 
and illustrative verses of many of his predecessors. 
Thus the kdrikd in Mammata vil 10 {karudvcitamsddi- 
pade) appears as a sanigraha-sloka in Vamana’s 
Vftti on II. 2. 19 ; while the definition of the figure 
dksepa in Mammata x 20 is taken from Bhamaha 
ii 67a and 68a, or Udbhata ii 2a and 3a as found 
quoted in Abliinava’s Loccina p. 36. Again, 
Mammata iv 1 and 3 are clearly paraphrases from 
the Dhoamjdloka ii 1 and 3. Mammata also makes 
a large use of Rudrata’s illustrations. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

a. Kavya-prakasa 

Editions. (l) The Text only. — (a) by Nathurama, Calcutta 
1829 (< h ) by Jlvananda 1867 etc. 

(2) Text with commentary (a) with Tatparya- 
vivarana by Mahesacandra Nyayaratna, Calcutta 
1866 (b) with °Adarm of Mahesvara Nyay&lamkara, 
Calcutta 1876 (by Jlvananda) (c) tvith comm, of 
Kamalakarabhatta, ed. Papa Sastrl, Benares 1866 
(d) with Balabodhini of VatnanAcarya Jhalaklkara 
in B. S. S. 1889, 1901, 1917 (c) with °Pradipa 
and °Prabha, Kifvyamala 24, 1891, 1912 (/) with 
0 Pradlpa and 0 Udtlyota (ch. i, ii, vii and x) by D. 
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Translations, (a) into English by Gahganatha Jha in Pandit 
xviii-xxi, separately published, Benares 1918 (b) 
into English by Pandurang P. Joshi (ch. i ii, and 
x), Bombay 1913. 

Our references are to the pages of B. S. S. ed. 191^ 
and in the case of klrik'ts to the text in Kdvya- 
pradlpa (ed. Kavyamala 24, 1912) where the 
kdrkids are properly numbered to facilitate reference. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 101b, 778b ; ii 19b, 193b; iii 22b. SCC vii 
9, 10 12, 59; WBod 1158, 1159; KBod 500; SCB 
1 535, 1894, 2485, 2486; Madras Cat. 12816-18, 
12819 (with Pradlpa and l’rabha); WRAS 128 (1) 
The commentaries are dicussed and enumerated 
in next chapter, below. 

b. Sa bda vydp a ra-paricaya 

Edition, by M. R. Telang N. S. P- 1916. 

MSS. See Biihler’s Kashmir Rep. pp. xvii, cxxxiii ; Oudh 
Cat. xi 10 (with comm.) 



XVII THE COMMENTATORS ON MAMMATA 


( i ) 

There is hardly any other technical work in 
Sanskrit which has been so much commented upou 
as the Kavya-prakasa, and no less than fifty different 
glosses will be found noticed in the various reports, 
catalogues and journals relating to Sanskrit MSS. 
They couiit as their authors not only independent 
and noted writers on Poetics like Ruyyaka and 
Visvanatha, but also men having other literary inter- 
ests, like the Naiyayika Jagadis'a and Narasimha 
Thakkura, the grammarian Nagoji Bhatta, the 
Mlmamsaka Kamalakara Bhatta, the Vaisnava 
Baladeva Vidyabhusana, as well as the Tantrika 
Gokulanatha. Very few of these commentaries have 
yet been printed. We mention here the more important 
and better known of these writers, noting their dates 
when known and supplying whatever information 
we can gather about them. 

1. RAJANAKA RUYYAKA or RUCAKA. 
His commentary is called °Stxmketa. He is identical 
with Ruyyaka (q. v.), author of the Alamkaror 
sarvasva. 

MSS: Aufrecht i 102b, ii 20b: extract in Peterson 
ii p. 106. 

2. MANIKYACANDRA. His commentary is 
also called ° Sarriketa. It is dated in samoat 1216 = 1160 

22 
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A.D. 1 Manikyaeandra was a Jaina author of Guzerat, 
who belonged to the Kotika-gana, Vajra-sakha, Raja- 
gaecha. The concluding verses of his commentary 
trace his spiritual genealogy to Silabhadra, after 
whom came in succession Bharatesvara, Vairasvamin 
(Vera°), Nemicandra and Sagarendu. Our author 
states to have been a pupil of Nemicandra, as well 
as of his successor Sagarendu, who is identified by 
Peterson 2 with the Sagarendu who wrote out in 
saiiwat 1252(=1196 A.D.) at Pattan the first copy 
of the Amamasvami-carita. 3 Our Manikyaeandra 
seems to be identical with Manikyaeandra, author 
of Parsvanatha-carita, which is said to have been 
completed on the Dewali of samvat 1276( = 1220 
A.D.) in Devakupa (Divbandar) by the sea (v.3G). 
In it the author gives a spiritual genealogy, traced 
up to Pradyumna Suri and corresponding exactly 
to that given in the u Samketa 4: . Manikya also 
appears to have written a Naldyaria or Kubera - 
pumua. 5 Manikyaeandra, mentioned in Merutuhga’s 
Prabandha-cintamcmi as having flourished under 
Jayasimha of Guzerat, seems to be a different person. 

MSS : Aufrecht i 102a, ii 20a : extract in Peterson iii 32of. 

1 Peterson iii extr. p. 322, where the verse giving the 

date is incomplete, but it is given in full in Jhalaklkara’s 
in trod, to Kav.pra/c. p. 22. ■ 

2 iv p. cxxviii. 3 iii App. p. 98. 

4 see extract in Peterson iii App. p. 157-63 ; also vi p. 
xci. The verse sad-tarkl-lalana-vilasa 0 , describing his precep- 
tor Nemicandra, occurs in ParhvnnZUha-carita also, as in his 
°Samketa. See extracts in Peterson iii pp. 1G0 and 321. 

5 Peterson iii App. p. 357 1 
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3. NARAHARI, called S AR AS Y ATITIR- 
THA. His commentary is called JMa-cittdmranjam. 
He also refers to two works, SmHi-darpana and 
Tarka-ratna (with its Dipika commentary), written 
by himself. Aufrecht notes that Narahari is also the 
author of a commentary on the Meghaduta , of which 
there is a copy in the Cambridge University Library, 
and Stein notes (p. 67) a Kumar sambhava-tika by 
Sarasvatltlrtha. His commentary on Mammata states 
that he was born in samvat 1298= 1242 A.D., in 
Tribhuvanagiri in the Andhra country. He traces his 
own genealogy to Ramesvara of Vatsa-gotra, and des- 
cribes himself as the son of Mallinatha and Nagannna 
and grandson of Narasimha, son of Ramesvara. 
He had a brother named Navayana. When lie became 
an ascetic, he took the name of Sarasvatltlrtha 
and composed his commentary at Benares 1 . 

MSS : Aufrecht i ioib, 102a (as Sarasvatltlrtha), 779a, ii 
rgb, 20a ; extract in Peterson i 74 and 10 C \ ii pp. 325! 

4. J AYANTA BHATTA. His commentary is called 
°Dipika or Jay anti. He gives its date as samvat 1350 
= 1294 A.D. He calls himself son of Bharadvaja who 
was the family-priest ( purohita ) to the chief minister 
of Sarhgadeva of Guzerat, the third Vaghela sovereign 
who ruled at Pattana during 1277-1297 2 . Jayanta 
is apparently quoted by Faramananda Cakravartin, 
and Ratnakantha (q.v.), and the latter states that his 
own commentary was based on the Jayanti. Our 

1 Peterson i pp. 25 b 74* 

2 Bhandarkar Rep. 1883-84 pp. 17-18 ; Peterson ii pp. 1 7,20. 
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Jayanta Bhatta must be distinguished from Bhatta 
Jayanta or Jayantaka, author of the Kadanibarikatha- 
sdra (ed. Kavyamala 11, 1888 ), who is an earlier 
author quoted by Abhinavagupta (p. 142 ) and who 
lived probably in the 9 th century. 

MSS: Aufrecht i ioia, ii 19b: extract in Bhandarkar 
Rep. 1883-84, App. 326. 

5 . SOMESVARA. His commentary is called 
Kavyddarsa 1 . He describes himself as the son of Bhatta 
Devaka of Bharadvaja-gotra. Jhalakikara thinks that 
he was a native of Kanauj from his decided partiality 
to that country. Peterson 2 and, following him 
Aufrecht 3 , identify him with Somesvara, author of 
Kirti-kaumndi and Snrathotsava , and place him in 
the first half of the 13 th century. But this is doubtful, 
because this Somesvara is known as son of Kumara. 
Our Somesvara cites Bhamaha, Rudrata, Mukula, 
Bhatta Nayaka and Bhatta Tauta, and is cited in his 
turn by a very late commentator Kamalakara. 

MSS : Aufrecht 102a, ii 20b, iii 22b ; extract in Peterson 
v. p. 52-3. 

6. VACASPAT 1 MISRA. Nothing is known of 
him or his commentary, but he is cited by Candldasa 
(as prdclna fol. 7a), by Visvanatha on Mammata, and 
by Bhlmasena, He is probably to be distinguished 
from Vacaspati Misra, author of the Bhdmati , who 
is probably older than Mammata ; for in the list he 

1 The two entries Kavyaprakasa-tlka and Kavyddarsa 
in Aufrecht i 737b should be one, and both refer to this comm. 

2 v pp. lxxxiv. 

3 i I02a, 737b 
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gives of his own works at the end of the Bhamatl 
he does not refer to any commentary on Mammata. 
Our Vacaspati is probably the Maithili legist who 
wrote Acdra-cintamani and other works (see 
Aufrecht i 559-60). 

7. SRlDHARA, with the title Sandhi -vigrahika, 
cited by Candidasa, and by Visvanatha on Mammata. 
Srldhara’s commentary, called °Viveka , is entered in 
Aufrecht i 102a. 

8. CANDIDASA. His commentary, called ° Dipika, 
was written at the instance of his friend Laksmana 
Bhatta. The India Office MS of his work is written 
in Bengali character, and he is cited mostly by 
Oriya, Maithili and Benares writers (e.g. Govinda in 
his Dradlpa pp. 24, 36, 202, 274. Narasimha Thak- 
kura, Kamalakara, Vaidyanatha in his Udaharava- 
candrika, Nagoji Bhatta in his Prabfn 7, and Yisve- 
svara in his Almakdra-kauAubha. pp. 123, 166). He 
is probably identical with Candidasa, the younger 
brother of the grandfather of Visvanatha, author 
of the Sahibya-darpana. He is also cited by Visvanatha, 
son of Trimaladeva (q. v.), in a Kashmirian MS dated 
1602 A.D. Candidasa mentions a Dhvani-siddhanta- 
grantha by himself. He also quotes a work called 
Sahitya-hrdaya-darpana, which may be Bhatta 
Nayaka’s lost Hrdaya-darpana. 

MSS : Aufrecht i ioib ; extract in IOC 491 (p. 326). 

9. VISVANATHA. Author of the commentary 
0 Darpatia. He is identical with Visvanatha (q.v.) 
author of the Sihitya, (Hr pa, pi, which is referred to 
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in this commentary as his own. First half of the 14th 
century 

MSS : SCB 299 ; extract in Jhalaklkara's introd. 

10. BHASK ARA. Wrote Sahitya-dipika comm- 
entary. He is cited by Srlvatsalanehana, Govinda 
(p. 21), Ravi (Peterson iii p. 20), Narasimha Thakkura 
Bhimasena, and Ratnakantha (Peterson ii p. 17). 
Narasimha calls him Lata Bhaskara Misra. He is 
earlier than the end of the 15th century, being cited 
by Govinda. 

MSS: Aufrecht i iorb,779a, ii 20a; extract in Mitra 
1681 . 

11. PARAMANANDA CAKRAYARTIN. 
His commentary is entitled Vistarika. He refers to 
Misra, Dipikakrt (Jayanta Bhatta ?) and Visvanatha ; 
and he must be later than Vidyanatha, whose Praldpa- 
rifdra is cited by him. He is himself cited by 
Kamalakara, Narasimha Thakkura, Vaidyanatha 
( TJddhar ana-can ) , Nagoji Bhatta, Amanda and Ratna- 
kantha. Probably a Naiyayika of Bengal. He 
mentions his guru Isana, and appears to refer in 
a punning ‘verse 1 to the Tattva-cintdmani ofGangesA- 
padhyaya. Jhalakikara thinks that the cakra - 
varti-laksana, found in the fourteeen gadadharl 
lahtcmas, was formulated t by him. Paramananda, from 
his citations, cannot be earlier than the second half of 
the 14th century ; and he probably flourished before 
the 16th century, at the end of which GadSdhara 


l andha dofylndhaka re%u ke va na syur vipmcitah 
ridham tu d<§ti-vikah dhrtah cintamanih sada. 
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flourished. He must be distinguished from &rl- 
vidya. Cakravartiu, apparently a South Indiau writer, 
who commented on Ruyyaka (q.v.) as well as 
Mammata, and who is also cited under the 
common designation of Cakravartin. Paramananda 
also wrote a commentary on the Naisadha ( IOC vii 
p.1438). 

MSS : Aufrecht i ioib, ii 19b, iii 22b ; extract in 
Peterson ii pp. 108-9. 

12. GOVINDA.THAKKUKA.His well-known 
commentary is called °Prady>a. 1 2 Govinda also wrote 
au 0 (J daharana-dlpika, apparently the same as Sloka- 
di[>ikd 2 in Stein (pp. 60, 269), cited by Nagoji 
Bhatta. This is supplementary to the larger exegeti- 
cal work, being a commentary on the illustrative 
verses of the text. The 0 Pradipa has been commented 
on by Vaidyanatha ( °Prabhd) and Nagoji Bhatta 
( ° Uddyota ). Govinda was a native of Mithila, 
born in the family of Ravikara, eldest son ol Kesava 
and Sonodevi, elder brother of the poet Sri-harsa 
who is not, however, as Peterson supposes, the author 
of the Naisadha. 3 In addition to this information about 

1 The full name of the commentary is Kavyaprakasa- 
pradlpa, simplified generally as Kavya-pradpa : so*Peterson s 
speculation on the name (i 27) is*idle trifling. 

2 The second verse of this work refers to his Kavya- 

pradipa. 

3 His brother’s verse is cited in ch. x (p. 355) as 
nmihhratuh srl-harsasya, but the Naimdha is cited by name 
in the same chapter (p.351) with iti naimdha-darUanat. He 
laments, in one of the concluding verses, the death of this 
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himself, Govinda tells us that he learnt kavya and 
sahitya from his elder step-brother Rucikara. His 
exact date is not known, but Govinda refers to 
Visvanatha as arvacma, quoting the latter’s criticism 
of Mammata’s definition of poetry, as well as the 
latter’s own definition of the same, without actually 
naming him or his Sahitya-darpana. Govinda, 
therefore, is probably later, but not very much later, 
than the 14th century. On the other hand, he is earlier 
the last quarter of the 16th century, being 
quoted in Prabhakara’s Rasa-pradlpa which was com- 
posed 1583 A.D. Narasimha Thakkura, who flourish- 
ed later, but not much later, than 1612 A.D. 
(having himself quoted Kamalakara), is supposed, on 
the authority of the family genealogy, to be fifth 
in descent from Govinda, This will roughly place 
Govinda towards the end of the 15th century 1 . 

Editions : (i) In Pandit vols. x-xiii by Ramasastri Bhaga- 
vatacarya (2) with comm, of Vaidyanatha, called, 0 Prabha , in 
Kavyamala 24, 1891, 1912 (our references are to the ed. of 
1912) (3) with 0 Uddyota in Anandasrama Series 1911 (4) 
with 0 Uddyota (ch. i, ii vii, x) by Candorkar, Poona 1889. 

MSS : (of 0 Pradipa ) Aufrecht i 102b, 779a ; ii 20a, 193b : 
iii 22b. SCC vii 14, 15, 18 ; KBod 502, 503 ; SCB 306. 

13. * JAY ARAM A NY AY AP Aft CAN ANA. 
His commentary is called 0 Tilaka or Jayaraml. The 
commentary called Rahasya-dipika by Jayarama, en- 
tered in some catalogues, appears to be an alternative 

brother SrI-harsa, in which however he does not mention 
him, as he could have done, as the poet of the Nai^adha. 

1 See introd. to N. S. P. ed of the Pradipa ; also the 
Pandit xiii p. 74 f. 
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name. He seems to be identical with the author of 
the Nyaya-siddhanta-mala , the Paddrtha-manimald, 
and of commentaries on the Nyaya-kusumdnjali aiid 
on the Tattvacintamani-didhiti (Aufrecht i 20a), which 
works indicate that he was a Naiyayika. He is 
described as the pupil of Ramacandra (or Rambhadra) 
■Bhatt&carya and guru of Janardana Vyasa. He is 
cited by ^rlvatsalanchana and Bhlmasena, but the 
only writer who appears to quote him extensively is 
Visvesvara (as Nyayapahcanana) in the his Alam. 
kaus. pp. 11, 23, 106, 127, 161, 162, 172, 263, 327. 
Jayarama was certainly later than Raghunatha 
Siromajji (beginning of the 16th century), on whose 
Tattva-cintavnani-didhiti he commented, but earlier 
than the beginning of the 1 8th century, the date 
of Bhlmasena. 

MSS: Aufrecht i ioib, 779 a, ii 19b, 193b ; 8CC 305, 2154 
(Jayaraml). Extract in Peterson ii p. 107 and Mitra 1447. 

14. gRIVATSALAtfCHANA 1 and SUBUD- 
DHI MI&RA. Srlvatsa’s commentary is called 
Sdrabodhini. It is mentioned by Hall 9 and attribut- 
ed to ‘‘Mahesvara, otherwise called ^rlvatsalanchana.’ 
Mahesvara appears to be another name of Subuddhi 
Misra who, Aufrecht notes, wrote a commentary on 
VSmana 8 called Sahitya-sarvasva ; but Subuddhi also 

1 Also called Srlvatsa-sarmoui, Srlvatsa-varman or simply 
Vatsavarman. 

2 introd. Vasavadatta p. 54. 

3 Aufrecht’s description [ A Bod 208a) of Subuddhimisra 
as Subuddhimisra-mahesvara, as well as Hall’s statement, 
makes one think that the term is not mahesvara but mahesvara , 
which is often, as in the cases of Abhinavagupta and Vidya- 
dhara, applied as an appellation of a Saiva writer. This is 

28 
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appears to be cited as a commentator on Mammata 
by Narasimlia Thakkura, Vadiyanatha (Udaharaua- 
vau°), Bhimasena and Ratnakajitha. The two are 
probably different persons, as Bhimasena and Ratua- 
ka^tha cite both ^rlvatsa and Subuddhi Misra. 
$rTvatsa is also the author of an independent work 
called Kdvya-pariksd 1 , which deals with the general 
characteristics of poetry and follows in the main the 
teachings of Mammata. This work may not be 
identical with Tattva-pariksd by Subuddhi Misra 
(which may the name of his commentary on Mam- 
mata), cited by Ratnakantha and entered by Kielhorn 
in Central Prov. Cat. p. 100. Two other works, Kmyd- 
ntfta* and Ramodaya-ndtaka , are also ascribed to 
Srlvatsa. As $rlvatsa cites Vidyiinatha, lie cannot be 
earlier than the 14th century; on the other hand, he 
is earlier thaii the 17th century, being quoted by 
Kamalakara (1612 A.D.) and Jagannatha. It appears 
also that the Sarabobhirii in many places expands or 
condenses Paramananda’s Vistarika. 

MSS: Aufrecht i 102a (both under Vatsavarman and 
Srivatsavarman ), 779a, ii 20a, 193b ; Madras Catalogue 12827 
(extract). 

15. PANDITARAJA. This commentator, cited 
by Ratuakairtha, is probably identical with Raghu- 
nandaua Raya, disciple off the legist Mahesa Thakkura 
(See Jha’s trausl. of Kao. prak. introd. p. ix). Me 
should not be confounded with Jagannatha Panditaraja. 

thus a surname of both writers, which might have led to their 
doubtful identification. 

1 Aufrecht i 778b, ii 19b. 

2 Aufrecht i 103a, ii 20a. 
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MSS: Stein pp. 60, 269, extract given 1164 (Aufrecht i 
19a). Stein’s MS of this work goes up to Ullasa ii only and 
quotes no authorities except the Mikras and Pratyahhijfiu- 
knras. Jha’s MS appears to have been copied in 1637 A.D. 

16. RAVI and RATNAPANI. Ravi is the 
author ol‘ the Madhumatl commentary, the last verse 
of which tells us that the author had a beloved daughter 
named Madhumatl, after whom the commentary was 
baptised. He also informs us that he was the son 
of Gaurl and Manodhara, alim Ratnapani, and grand- 
son of Aeyuta, who was a minister of Sivasimha or 
Sivasiddha of Mithila (about the middle of the 1 5th 
century, 10 CJ iv p. 87 5f). Ratnapani or Manodhara 
also wrote a commentary on Mammata, called Kavya- 
dnrpawt 1 , which is cited by his son and on which the 
latter’s commentary itself seems to have been based. 
The father and the son are cited by Bhimasena, while 
Kamalakara and Narasimha cite the Madhumatl- 
kara, 

MSS: Aufrecht i 102a, ii 20a; Madras Cat. 1 3822-23; 
Madras Trtn C 1676 ; extract in Peterson iii p 332L 

17. MAHE&VARA, with the title Nyayalam- 
kara. His commentary is called °Adarsa, or 
0 Bhdvartha-cintamani. He is a Bengal writer, who 
also composed a commentary on the Dayabhaga. As 
he is cited by Vaidyanatha he should be placed before 
the middle of the 17 th century, and it is probable 
that he flourished about the commencement of that 
century. 

1 See Peterson iii App. p. 332 where the extract is given 
(esp. §/. 5). A MS of this work, called Ka vya-darpa \< a or 
i Kwyaprakam-darpana is noticed in Mitra 3169, and the 

author’s name jjiven as Manodhara. 
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MSS: Aufrecht i 102a, 779 a, ii 20a, 193b, iii 22b; SCC vii 58. 

Edition: ed. by Jlviinanda, Calcutta 1876. 

18. KAMALAKARA BHATTA. He is better 
known as a legist, and wrote a large number of works 
on Smrti and Mimamsa. He was a Mahratta 
Brahmin of Benares, son of Ramakrsna Bhatta and 
Uma, younger brother of Dinakara Bhatta, and 
grandson of Narayana Bhatta and great-grandson 
ofRamesvara Bhatta 1 . Ananta Bhatta, who wrote 
the Rama-kalpaclnima at the request of Garibadasa. 
minister of Raja Rajasimha, was his son. Kainala- 
kara’s date is known from the fact that he dates his 
Nirnaya-sindhu in 1612 A.D. He also wrote a poem 
called Hama-kautuha in 4 cantos. 

Edition: ed. by Papa Sastrl, Benares 1866. 

MSS: Aufrecht i 101b, 778b ; ii 19b, 193b. 

19. RAJ AN AKA ANANDA. His commen- 
tary is called 0 Nidarwna or Sitikqntha-vibodhanci* . 
Hall ( Vdsavaclatta p. 16) is mistaken in attributing 
this work to Sitikajitha and taking it as dedicated to 

1 For Kamalakara’s place in the Bhatta family of Ben- 
ares, see the pedigree given in V. N. Mandlik's ed. of 
Vyavahara-mayukka p. Ixxvi. See also Bhandarkar, Rep. 
1883-84, pp. 501. He is also the author of numerous works 
on Mlmainsa and Smrti, some of which he mentions at the 
end of his comm, (see Aufrecht i 80). His descendants still 
live in Benares. 

2 The colophon, as quoted by Biihler ( Kashmir Rep. p. 69 
fn), says : iti krlmad rajanakan vaya-tilakena rajanakdnanda- 
ken viracitam kavyaprakasa-nidarsanam. But elsewhere in the 
Jammu MS of Stein, it says: iti sri-ka vya-dar'mne hitikcm tha- 
vibodhane k x vybddesa-dar'sanain prathamam, col. to ch. i). It 

'seems that the real name of the comm, is 'Nidaftoma^ as 
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Ananda. The colophon, as well as the first verse 1 , of 
this commentary accounts probably for Hall's mis- 
take ; but the author himself explains that the com- 
mentary is so named from the fact that an attempt 
is made in it to interpret Mammata’ s text as having, 
besides its ulamkarika meaning’, a mystical sense 
relating to Sitikantha or Siva. Mammata himself 
might have been a Kashmirian Saiva • but this leaves 
no doubt that Ananda was one, although it is doubtful 
whether the text lends itself to such an interpretation. 
The date is given in the colophon as 166o A.D.; 
although Hall thinks that this is the date in which- 
the MS of the work was copied. Stein remarks : 
“ Ananda, who composed his commentary in 1665 A.D. 
is still well remembered in the tradition of Kashmirian 
Pandits as the contemporary and friend of Rajanaka 
Ratnakantha 2 ” , one of whose known dates is 1648 
A.l). Ananda, therefore, may 1-e assigned to the second 
and third quarters of the 17tli century. Ananda also 
appears to have written a commentary on the Naim- 
dha. 

MSS; Aufrecht i 102a, ii 20a. Extract in Peterson i 74, 
also in Stein p. xxvii. 

20. RAJANAKA RATNAKANTHA. His 
commentary is called Sara-samuccaya which, as its 

Peterson thinks, Sitikantha-vibcvihana being an alternative 
or descriptive name arising from the second meaning relating 
to &tikantha< which the commentary finds in the text. 

1 pranatnya kdraddvi kdvya-prakdko bodha-siddhaye j 
paddrth.i-viv ti-dvdrd kitikanthasya darkyate. Jhalaklkara 
reads sva-kisyebhyahpradarkyate, but remarks./wyo kitikanthasya 
darkyate itipdtho vivarana-kdrair anglkttah. 

2 Jammu Cat . p. xxvii fn. 
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title indicates and the author confesses, was composed 
by a compilation from “the principal commentaries of 
Jayanta and others.” He cites, therefore, some of the 
well-known commentaries 1 before his time, among which 
we find the &ah ity< i -dif >ika (of Bhaskara), Sarabodhinl 
(of SrTvatsa), the commentaries of Subuddhi Misra 
and Panditaraja, the Yintarika (of Paramananda), 
the Pradipa (of Govinda?), and two other works 
Tattva-parikm and Ram-rat na-dipika. This is the 
same Ratnakantha who copied the codex archetyjms 
of the Rajatarangim, mentioned by Stein (introd. p. 
viif) and also transcribed MSS of the 0 Samketu of 
Ruyyaka in 1648, of Rayamukuta’s commentary on 
Amara in 1655, and of Trilocanadasa’s Katantra- 
pancdsika in 1673 AT). He is identical with Ratna- 
kantha, who was the son of Sankarakantha and grand- 
son of Ananta-kavi of the Dhaumyayana race and who 
wrote a Stnti-husumdnj alx-tika (called Sisya-hita) in 
1681 A.D., and a Yiidhisthira-vijaya-kmyartika in 1672 
A.T). (Aufrecht i 489b; Stein, loc. cit). These dates 
range from 1648 to 1681 A.D., during which appa- 
rently the literary activity of Rafcnakantha falls. 

MSS: Aufrecht i 102a, ii 193b ; extract in Peterson ii p. 
129 (also ii i6f). 

21. NARASIMHA THAKKURA. His 
commentary is called Sfarasirriha-^matilsa. He be- 
longed to the same family as Govinda Thakkura and 
was fifth in descent from him. The latest writer 
he cites seems to be the Madhumatl-kftra and 
KamalSkara, and he is cited in his turn by Bhlmasena 

1 For a list of authors cited by him, see Peterson ii 

p. ijrf. 
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with the title nyaya-vidya-vagisa. 

MSS: Aufrecht i ioib, ii 19b. 

22. VAIDYANATHA TATSAT. He wrote 

two commentaries (1) the °PraOhd on the 0 Pradipa 
of Govinda and the (2) 9 Udaharana-cwidrilca on the 
illustrative verses of the Kavya-prakdsa The date 
of the latter work is given in the concluding verse 
as samvat 1740= 1684 A.D. He is probably 

different from V aidyanatha, the Maithill grammarian, 
son of Mahadeva and Veni, and pupil of Nagoji 
Bhatta; for our Vaidyanatha is known as the son of 
Ramacandra (or Ramabuddha) Bhatta and grandson 
of Vitthala Bhatta of the Tatsat family, and is 
referred to by Nagoji himself. Our Vaidyanatha cites 
Caijdldasa, Subuddhi Mis'ra, the Dlpikakrt (Govinda’s 
Udahar ana-dipika) f Cakravartin and Mahesa, and 
is cited by Bhlmasena. He may not be the same 
as Vaidyanatha Payagunda who wrote commentaries 
on the Candrdloka (see under Jayadeva below). 

Edition : °Prabha, ed. with Pradipa in Kavyamala 24, 
1891, 1912 (our references are to the ed. of 1912). 

MSS: Prabha. Aufrecht i 102a and b, 779a ;ii 20a. KBod 
504. Udaharana-candrika. Aufrecht i 102a, ii 20a, 193b. 
extract in Peterson ii p. 108, in SCC vii 54, in IOC 1151. 

23. BHlMASENA DlKSITA. His commen- 
tary is called Sudhd-sdgara or Sudhddadhi 1 . It is 
dated in sarjrivat 1779 = 1723 A. I). 2 He was a Kanauj 
Brahmin and describes himself as the sou of Sivananda 
and grandson of Muralldhara ; his geuealogy being 

1 The form Sukhbdadhi given in Peterson's extract (i- 
p. 94) should be Sudhddadhi. 

2 Peterson i p. 94. 
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given thus : Gah gadas a— vV Iresvara—fMuralldhara— * 
$ivananda— *BhImasena. He is also the author of 
two independent works, called Alamkara-saroddhara 
and Kuvalaydnanda-khandana 1 , the latter apparently 
directed agaiust Appayya’s work of the same name, 
and both referred to in his commentary on Mammafa. 
The last work was composed at Jodhpur while 
Ajitasimha (1680-1725 A.D.) was still reigning. He 
also wrote a commentary on RatndvctU^ . He cites 
a large number of commentators, such as Candidasa, 
Bhaskara, Acyuta, Ratnapani, Ravi, Jayarama 
Pancauana, Vaeasapati Misra, Cakravartin, Ruei 
Misra, Murari Misra, Paksadhara Upadhyaya, Deva- 
natha Tarkapancanana, Srlvatsalanchana, Govinda 
and Narasimha Thakkura, Mahesa or Mahesvara, 
and Vaidyanatha. 

MSS: Aufrecht i 102a; ii 20a ; extract in Peterson i 
p. 94 and in Jhalakikara’s ed. of Kav. prak. 

24. BALADEVA VIDYABHUSANA, known 
simply as Vidyabhusana. His work, dignified with 
the name of “ a vrtti on Bharata’s stitra ” (so he calls 
Mammata’s karikas 3 ), is called the Sahitya-kanmudl , 
on which he himself writes a tippana, called Kfmid- 
nandirii. A work called Kavyakustubha in 9 prabhas 
is noticed and attributed to one Vidyabhusana in 
Stein pp. 59, 268, who appears to be a Vaisi^ava and 
probably the same as our author (see pref. to Kavya- 
mala ed. of the Sahitya-kaumudi and Aufrecht i 101a, 

1 The work is also called A lamkara-sara-sthiti, a MS 
of which is noticed in Mitra 4084 (Aufrecht ii 23a). 

2 Aufrecht i 492. 

3 See above pp. 164-65. 
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ii 19b, 193b, iii 22b). The work deals with (1) kctwya- 
phalddi (2) mbddrtha-ortti (3) rasa (4) riti (5) dosa 
(6) dhvani-bheda (7) madhyama-kdvya (8) alamkdras. 
He was a pupil of Damodara-dasa (concluding verse 
and its commentary) and Gopaladasa (alias Rasika- 
nanda, commentary on si. 1), and the guru of Uddhav- 
dasa. He was a V aispava and follower of Caitanya, 
and wrote various vaisnava works. According to 
a tradition in Bengal, to which place he belonged, 
he was a contemporary of Jayasimha of Jayapur, 
who flourished in the beginning of the 18 th century. 
Aufrecht notes that his commentary on the TJtkalikd- 
vallari was written in 1765 A.D. A pun in the 
first verse of his Sahitya-kawnudi refers, as he him- 
self explains in the tippana, to Gajapati Prataparudra 
of Utkala or Orissa. 

Edition : ed. with Krswinandinl in Kavyamala 63, 1897. 

MSS : Aufrecht ii 19b, 193b. The Sahitya kaumudl (in 
Oppert 1058), as well as Bharata-sUtra-vrtti in i'eterson ii 10, 
is the same work as ours. 

25 NAGOJI or NAGESA BHATTA. He 
wrote two commentaries called Laghu- and Bphat- 
0 JJddyota. Also author of a 0 Udaharana-dlpika, or 
°pradlpa on the illustrations in the text (Stein pp. 
xxvii, 268). He belongs to the beginning of the 18th 
century. Also wrote commentary on Jagannatha 
(q. v.) and other works. 

MSS: 0 Uddyota . Aufrecht i iota (anon.;, 102b, ii 20a, 
193b, iii 22b ; SCC vii 16, 17, 55 (extract). Udaharana- 
d't.pikH. Aufrecht ii 19b (extract in Stein pp. 268-9). 

Edition. 0 Uddyota ed. with 0 Pradlpa in Anandasrama 
Series 191 r : ed. with text and 0 Pradlpu (ch. i, ii, vii and x by 
Candorkar, Poona 1889, 1915- 
24 
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( 2 ) 

We give below the names of the some of the '1'fess 
known commentators on Mammata (alphabetically) : 

(1) Kaladhara. Wrote 0 Karikavali , which appears to 

be a synopsis of the karikas. KBod 501. 

(2) Kalyana Upadhyaya. Name of comnp unknown, 

mentioned by Jha in his introd. to his trails, ot 
Kuv. pmk. p. ix. 

(3) Kfsna Dvivedin. Comm. Madkurara.su. Aufrecht 
i 101b. 

(4) Krstia Samian. Rasaprakam. HPS iii no. 38 (ex- 

tract ; ends with the 5th chapter). 

( 5) Krsnamitracarya, son of Ramanatha and grandson 
of Devldatta : a Naiyayika, for whose works see 
Aufrecht i 121 b. 0 'Pika. Aufrecht i 101b. 

(6) Gadadhara Cakravartin Bhattacarya. 0 Tika. Mitra 

1527 ; tfCCvii 13. # 

(7) Gunaratna Gani. Name of comm, unknown. Aufrecht 

iii 22b. 

(8) Gokulanatha Upadhyaya, the Maithill Smarta. 

n Tika , mentioned in Jha op. til. p. ix. (see chapter 
on Minor Writers below). 

(91 Gopala, known ;as Bhatta Gopala or Lauhilya 

« f' i > ) ^ 

Bhatta Gopala Suri. Comm. Sahitya-ciKiamaui. 
Aufrecht i 102a, ii 19b; Madras Trm A 1282; 
Madras Cat. 12828 (extract). Cited several times'ln 
Kamadhenu on Vamana (ed. Benares, pp. 4, 8, 33 
etc.). He is cited also by Kumarasvamin (p. 93), 
hence earlier than the 15th century. K, P. Trivedi, 
however, thinks that this Bhatta Gopala of Kumara- 
svamin is the same as wrote the R asika-rahja nl 
comm, on Rasamafijarl (4. v.). See above p. 101. 
(10) Goplnatha. Comm. Sumano-manohara. Aufrecht i 
101 b. He also wrote a comm, on Visvanatha (q.v.). 
End of the t;th century. 
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( 1 0 Jagadlsa Tarkrtlamkara Bhattacarya, the Bengal 
Naiyayika. Comm. 0 Rahasya-prakZim. Aufrecht 

i ioib (Mitra 1651). He was a pupil of Bhava- 
nanda and lived at Navadvlpa at the beginning 
of the 17th century. 

(12) Janardana Vyasa , pupil of Ananta. Comm. °*S \loka- 

dlpikZi. Aufrecht i ioib, ii 19b. He also wrote 
commentaries on the Raghu and Vrtta- ratndkara. 

(13) Tiruverikata, son of Cinnatimma and grandson of 

Tirumala-guru. Madras Trm. A 318. A South 
Indian writer who quotes Bhatfca Gopala’s com- 
mentary. 

(14) Devanatha Tarkapancanana. Comm. K avya-kau mudl. 
Aufrecht i ioib, ii 19b. Cited by Kamalslkara 
and Bhimasena. Bharata Mallika on Bhatti x 73 
quotes one Devanatha. See Mitra 1447 where 
mention is made of an Ekasautvalamka ra-p rakZPta 
which quotes Devanatha as one of its sources. 

(15) Narasitnha Suri, son of Timmaji and grandson of 

Rangaprabhu. Comm. T&ju-vrtti. Aufrecht ii 19b ; 
Madras Trm. B 381. 

(16) Nagaraja Kesava. Comm. Padav tti. Aufrecht 

i to lb. 

(17) Narayana Dlksita, son of Rauganatha Diksita and 

brother of Balakrsna. Ranganatha’s commentary 
on the Vikramorvasl. was finished in 1656 A.D. 
Hence the date of our author is the end of the 
I ^th century. 0 Tlka. Aufrecht i 101 b (see also 
2^sa: A FI p. r 55 )> 

1 1 8) Bhanucandra. 0 7 %ka. Aufrecht i 10 ib. Also 
wrote a commentary on the Damkumara. 

(ig) jghaya^eva, son of Krsn adeva of Mithila and pupil 
jjif E^havadeva (Thakkur. Comm. Lada. Aufrecht 

ii aoa ; Madras Cat. 12824-25 (extract). Also 
wrq|e a commentary on the Vedanta-sntra ( IOC 
1428).' According to the final verse in this coramen- 
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tary the author lived in the reign of Shah Jahiin 
and composed his commentary at Patna in '*aka 
1571 = 1649 A.D. 

(20) Madhumatiganesa. Comm. Kavya-darpana. Aufrecht 

i 102a. 

(21) Yajnesvara, Comm. 0 Vyakhya. Madras Cat. 12821 

(extract). 

(22) Raghudeva. Comm. 0 Ka rikO rtha-prakakika. Aufrecht 

ii 20a. 

(23) Ratnesvara. Name of Comm, unknown, but referred 

to by himself in his comm, on Bhoja (pi A Bod 
209a). 

(24) Raghava. Wrote an AvacTiri Hppana, mentioned in 

Jhalaklkara p. 36. 

(25) Rajananda. Comm, without a name. Madras Cat. 

12820 (extract) ; cf Aufrecht ii 20a. 

(26) Ramacandra. Wrote a Ka vyap rakasa-sa ra , which 

is apparently a summary exposition of the sub- 
stance of the text. Aufrecht i 102b. 

(27) Ramanatha Vidyavacaspati, a Bengal commentator 

who wrote the comm. 0 Rahasya-praka'sa. Aufrecht 
i 102a. His commentary on Bhavadeva’s Sams- 
kara-paddhati was composed in 1623 A.D. (see 
Aufrecht i 516a). 

(28) Ramakrsna. Comm. Bhavartha or Kavi-na tidin' (or 
0 nandika ). Aufrecht i 102a, ii 20a: also ii 16b. 

(29) Vijayananda. Wrote a 0 Ttka. Deccan Coll. Cat, p. 

44. The age of the MS is given as 1683 A.D. 

(30) Vidya Cakravartin. Comm. Sampradava-prakiUsirii, 

which refers to comm, by himself on Ruyyaka (q.v.) 
Aufrecht i 102a ; Madras Cat. 12826-28 (extract). 

(31) Vidyasagara, apparently the title of some commen- 
tator, cited by SrTvatsalafichana. One Vidyasagara 
wrote a Kala-dlpika-tyka on Bhatti, and is cited by 
Bbarata-Mallika (on x 73), and by Ramanatha on 
Amara-kosa . 
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(32) Venkafcacala Suri. Comm. Subcdhmt. Aufrecht 

i 102a. 

(33) $ivanarayana Dasa Sarasvatikanthabharana, son 

of Durgadasa. Comm. 0 Dlpika . Weber i no. 819 ; 
Aufrecht i 102a. He wrote at the beginning of 
the 17th century. For his other works, see Aufrecht 
i 649b. 

Besides these, there are numerous commentaries, 
either anonymous or without the name of the author, 
some which are entered in Aufrecht i LOlh, 778b, 
ii 20a, 193b. A work called Krwydmrtartaraiiyim 
or Kftvy/ hi rahasa-hhanda ua, apparently an adverse 
critique on Mammata, is entered in Mitra 2074. 



IVlIl RUYYAKA 


( i ) 

Ruyyaka, who also bore the name of Rucaka 1 
and had the Kashmirian title of Rajanaka prefixed 
to his name, was the son of Rajanaka Tilaka 3 who, 
Jayaratha informs us (pp. 115, 124, 205), wrote 
a commentary or critique on Udbhata called 
Udbhata, -viveka or Udbhata-medra. 

The Alamkdra-sarvasva, by which Ruyyaka 
is chiefly known, consists of two parts, viz., sutra 
and vrtti • but the question has been raised whether 

1 rajanaka-rucakdparanaimio' lamkarasarvasva-krtah{krtih) 
col. to Piscbel’s ed. of Sahrdyallla ; cf ed. of the same 
in Kavyamala pt. v, reading of MS kha. This name is 
given in some of the MSS of his larger work (e. g. col. to 
the Kavyamala and Trivandrum eds. of the text ; in Mitra 
ix. p. ij7), as well as by Kumarasvamin (pp. 393, 396,425, 
448), Appayya-Dlksita ( Citr.mlm . p. 72.), Raghavabhatta 
on Sakuntala (pp. 161, 179, 193), Vidya Cakravartin, one 
of Ruyyaka’s commetators ( Madras Cat. p. 8609). Biihler 
( Kashmir Rep. no. 247, p. «vi) and Peterson (ii p. 1 3f ) also 
found this name in connexion with Ruyyaka’s Samketa 
comm, on Mammata. That the form Ruyyaka is the more 
anthentic is testified to by his -pupil Mankhaka (Srikantha-c. 
xxv 30 : see below). 

2 rajanaka-tilakdtmaj'a 0 col. to PischePs ed. of the 
Sah'daya-fola. Ruyyaka's father was thus, like himself, a 
writer on poetics, and a follower of Udbhata. 


ruyyaka 


m 

the authorship of the two parts should be attri- 
buted to the same writer. The Kavyamala edition 
of the text, published under the above title, admits 
Ruyyaka’s authorship of both the sutra and the 
vrtti, a view which is accepted by his earliest 
commentator Jayaratha, who refers to the author 
as grauthakpt with respect to both the sutra and 
Vftti portions . 1 The invocatory verse to the oftti 
in this edition reads in the second line 

tiijdlamkararsuirdum) i ofttyd tdtparyawi ucyate, 
so that the sutra is avowedly referred to as his 
own by the ofttikdra. 2 Some doubt, however, 
has been thrown on this view by the discovery 
of a different reading of this line in some of the 
South Indian MSS, which introduce a grave 
variant in the phrase nijdlamkdra-sutrdmm by 
changing it into gurvalaiiikdra-sutramm. There 
is also, at the end of the oftti in these MSS, an 
additional verse 3 , which gives the name of the 
Oftti (and not of the text which is called Alamkdra- 
sntra) as Alamkdra-saroasva, and the name of 
the author of the optti as Mankhuka or Mankhaka, 
who is described as a sdudhi-cigrahika to the 
king of Kashmir. This forms the reading of the 
text, (based on three MSS,) which is published 
in the Trivandrum Series, .as well as of MSS 

1 pp. 19, 20, 55, 57, 67, 72, 83, 87 etc. 

2 Same reading in A Bod 210a, where Ruppaka is a 
mistake or a variant (Biihler op. cit. p. 68) for Ruyyaka ; 
Mitra ix p. 117. 

3 * ti vtafakhuko vitene kasjnira-ksitipa-sandkiyigyjzhikah / 
sukavi-mukhdlarpkararfi tad idarn alar^karasarvasvam. 
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noticed by Burnell 1 Winternitz 9 and in the 
Madras Catalogue 8 . This view is supported by 
Saraudrabandha, a South Indian commentator, 
who flourished in the end of 13th century and 
whose text is printed in the Trivandrum edition ; 
for the vrtti, the subject of his commentary, is 
known to him by the name of Alamkara-sarvasva 
and its author as Maiikhaka, while the original work 
of Ruyyaka is called Alamkara-sutra. 

We are thus confronted with two distinct 
traditions, embodied in these two different views 
and prevailing in the North and in the South of 
India respectively, with regard to the authorship 
of the vftti, there being no dispute as to Ruyyaka’s 
authorship of the sutra- text itself. So far as we 
can judge, the North Indian tradition, obtaining in 
Kashmir, to which place both Ruyyaka and Mah- 
khaka belonged, seems to be the authentic one ; 
for the South Indian tradition is not uniform in 
this respect and does not always distinguish between 
the author of the sutra and the vftti respectively. 
Thus Appayya Dlksita, a noted South Indian writer, 
refers 4 to Ruyyaka or Rucaka as the author of the 
work as a whole, which is called the Alaijikdra- 
sarvasva, attributing to him both the sutra and the 

1 Tartjore Cat. p. 54a. 

2 Cat. of South Ind. MSS in the RAS. p. 208 ; cf Jacob 
in JRAS , 1897, p. 283f. 

3 pp. 8606-7. The question is discussed at some length 
in Haricand !§astrl op. cit p. I 05 f. 

4 Citr. mint. p. 14, 15, 54, 72, 84, 90, 94,98 ; Ktivalay. 
p.41,89,92,96,184. 
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Oftti ; aud Appayya is in agreement, in this respect, 
with Mallinatha 1 , Kumarasvamin 2 , and Jagannatha 3 . 
On the other hand, the testimony of Jayaratha, 
himself a Kashmirian, cannot be very well superse de l' 
by what the later commentator Sarnudrabandha 
•says in conformity to a tradition which itself is 
not unanimous. It is also significant that while 
Ruyyaka (and even Jayaratha) is quoted and dis- 
cussed extensively by later writers on Poetics, 
Mankhaka is not cited as a writer on the subject except 
once by Appayya in his QUra-mlmanisd (p. 10). 

( 2 ) 

This tradition of Mahkhaka’s collaboration with 
Ruyyaka would not perhaps have arisen, had not 
Mankhaka, as the tradition says, been in fact a 
pupil of Ruyyaka. Rijanaka Maiikha or Mankhaka, 
son of Vis'vavarta and grandson of Manmatha, is well 
known as the Kashmirian author of Srlkantha-carita 
(ed. Kavyamala 3) which was written, according to 

1 Tarala pp. 2i, 1 86, 187, 232, 237, 249, 261, 262,266, 

33 *. 332 . 

2 Ratndpana pp. 393( = Alam. sar. v tti p. 58), 425 
( =■ ibid, p. 133), 448 { — ibid, p. 144J; P- 34 1 { — ibid, sntra 
p. 20) p. 452== {ibid, p. 156). 

3 Rasagangiidkara, numerous references but see pp. 163 

and 200, where both the sTLtra and vrtti arc quoted under the 
citation Almnkcira-sarvasva. See also Raghavabhatta on 
SakuntalU p. 161 ( = Alain. sarv. vrtte p. 64), p. ijg {=^zhd, 
p. 75 ). P- *93 { = p. 127). 

25 
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Bfihier 1 , between 1135 and 1145 A.D. Mankhaka’s 
brother Alamkara (or Lahkaka, xxv 15, 37 f) was a 
minister (v 62, xxv 43, 61) under Sussala and 

Jayasimha of Kashmir (l 129-1 L50 A. D.), and another 
brother Smgara held a high office (Of hat-tan.tr a- 
pati) under Sussala, whom he assisted in his war against 
Harsadeva. Maiikhaka tells us how after composing 
his poem he submitted it, at the house of his brother 
Alamkara; to an assembly of learned scholars and 
officials,, among whom he describes Ruyyaka as 
his own preceptor (xxv 30, 135). This also ex- 
plains how Ruyyaka’s own work contains five verses 
from Mankhaka’s poem 2 cited as illustrations ; for 
it is not unlikely that the f/ttru should in this way 
quote his worthy disciple. As the latest date of 
Maiikhaka’s poem is given as 1145 A. D., wc may 
presume that Ruyyaka’s Alamkara-saroasoa, which 
quotes it, was composed a little later ; and it will 
not lie wrong it we fix Ruyyaka’s literary career 
in the second and third quarters of the 12th 
century a . 


( a ) 

The works of Ruyyaka are numerous, of which 

t a 

three only have been printed : 

1 op. cit. p. 5of ; extract App. pp. cix f. See also Rd/a- 
tuning 1 ° viii. 

2 See Jacob in JR AS, 1897, p. 283 for these verses. 

3 Jacob (op. cit. p. 283) points out that Ruyyaka 
ip. 93) quotes the Rd/a-tamrlginl iv 441, which work was 
not eompleted till about 1150 A. D. in the reign ofjaya- 
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(1) Kavyaprakasa-samketa, a commentary on 
Mammata s text, referred to as Ruyyaka’s by 
J ayaratha p. 102, and by Rat 1 1 a k antha (Peterson 
ii pp. 17, 19 as Brluit-mmketa). For MSS, see* 
above p. 169. 

(2) A! amlmra -m anj a > * 7 , referred to bv himsell 
at p. 15. 

(8) Siihitya-mlniamsa, referred to by himself 
at p 61, also by Javaratha p. 126. It is cited 
without the author’s name in Vidyanatha p. 11 
(of ABod 210a). Burnell’s anonymous metrical 
Sahityo, -mima/fi aft (p. 58a), with m eight i > f, a- 

karaaas, is' probably this work. 

(4) AImn hard n umritfi, cited by Jayaratha as 
Ruyyaka’s (p.p. 36, 57, 58 and 60). This work is 
supposed by Peterson 1 , and following him by 
Aufreeht 3 and Jacobi \ to be a commentary on 
Jaihana’s SomajMt/a-vilasa. As Jayaratha’s citations 
indicate, it discussed incidentally some ot the poetic 
figures, but there is nothing in these citations to 
shew that it was in fact, a commentary on Jalhajia’s 
Somapala-mlma. The poet Jalhana is described 
in Mailkhaka's Srlhantha-carita (xxv 75) ; and 
Somapala, king of Rajapurl (near Kashmir ), whose 

life Jalhana appears to have recorded, is known 

• — - — — — 

simha. This verse, however, occurs .as an anonymous 
quotation in Abhinava’s Comm, on Bharata (ch. vi). 

1 ii p. 17 ; introd. to Subkas °. p. 106. Actes du 6 me 
CongrSs p. 364. It is so described by Ratnakantha. 

2 Cat. Cat. i 32b. 

3 ZDMG lxii 291 : cf Haricand 3 astrl op. cit. pp. 

<05-106. 
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from the Raj a- 1 a ran g i m (viii 62 if) to have made 
war against the Kashmirian Sussala. It is clear 
that this poet, who must have flourished in the 
first half of the 12th century, should be disting- 
uished from Bhagadatta Jalhanadeva, the compiler 
of "the Sukti-miiktdoali, who lived in the second 
half of the 13th century, but to whom Aufiecht 
(i 203a) wrongly attributes the Somapdla-mldsa 
itself. 

(5) A commentary on Mahimabhatta’s Vyakti- 

nioeka, referred to by Jayaratha as Vyaktiviveka-. 
vicar a (p. 13). This has been identified with 

the anonymous commentary published with Mahima- 
bhatta’s work iii the Trivandrum Series ; for, 
although the author’s name does not appear in 
the published text of' that commentary, which is 
called simply 0 Vyakhyana, the anonymous commen- 
tator refers in it to his other works, the Sdhitya- 
mimarp,"d (p. 32) and Harsacarita-varttika (p. 44, 
50), which we know to be two works of Ruyyaka 
referred to by himself in his A'.airikdra-sarvasva 
and mentioned by Jayaratha. He refers in this 
work also to the Oandrikd (on the Dhvany&loka ), 
Kavya-kautuka, TTydaya-darpana (pp. 1, 13), and 
Kuntaka’s Vakrokti-jwita (pp. 16, 32, 36, 44). 

(6) Ndtaka-mlmamsa referred to as his own 
in the above commentary on Mahimabhatta. (p. 32). 

(7) Harsacarita-varttika referred to as his own 
in Alamkara-sarocisva p. 61 and in Vyaktiviveha- 
vydkhydna p. 44. 

(8) Sahrdaya-Wd, edited in the Kavyamala, as 
well as by Pischel, 
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(9) Alamkara va/rttika, cited as Ruyyaka’s by 
Jayaratha p. 71. 

(10) Srlkaiitha-staoa cited in A Imi Aar a -sarvnx oa 
p. 19. 


( 4 ) 

THE C O M 3 f EN T AT (J lift ON RUYYAKA 
ALAKA ( or ALATA < ) 

This commentator is referred to by Ratna- 
kantha in his own commentary on Mammata 1 , the 
name given being Rajanaka Alaka. We have seen 
that the identification of Mammata’s continuator 
Alaka, Alata or Allata with this commentator is 
open to doubt 2 , and nothing more can be said on the 
subject, until his commentary is recovered. 

JAYARATHA 

His commentary is called Alainkw 'a- dinars i td. 
He informs us that his father’s name was Srngara 
and his parton was king Rajaraja. From his 
commentary °Fiveka on the Tantrdloka , we learn 
that the full name of his father was Srngararatha, 
who had two sons, named Jayaratha and Jayadratha 3 . 

1 Peterson ii p. 17 and f. 

2 See above p. 164. 

3 The Kashmirian MSS of the A la 11 ikU ra-vi marts tm 
examined by Bidder vacillate between these two names as 
the name of our author ; and Peterson’s MS of Ratnakantha’s 
Sara-samuccaya reads J ayadratha (ii p. 17), which is accept- 
ed by Aufrecht, although the published texts of the 
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He also tells us that he was a pupil of Sankha- 
dhara and Siva. Jayaratha’s pedigree is given at 
some length in his 0 Viveka, and we learn that 
his great-grandfather’s brother was Sivaratha 1 , 
who was a minister of king Ucchala of Kashmir 
( 1101 - 111 1 A.D.). As four generations intervene 
between the minister of Ucchala and Jayaratha, 
Buhler thinks that the latter lived in the beginning 
of the loth century. Jacobi supports this con- 
clusion and attempts to arrive at a greater precision 
by identifying Jayaratha’s (and his father’s) patron 
king Rajaraja with Rajadeva who is mentioned 
by Jonaraja in 2 Ttaja-laraitgim v 79 - r *l, and who 
lived in 12 o;M 226 A. D. 2 

The citations in Jayaratha are numerous, and 
include the names of Bhamaha, Dandin, Udbhafa 
Vamana, Hudrata, the Dbvanikara t«Anauda- 
vardhana), the Vakrflkt.i jlvita-kara, Abhinavagupta, 
the Vyaktiviveka-kara. Bhoja and Mammata. 
Besides citing his own author’s other works and 
Rajanaka Tilaka’s work on ITdbhata, Jayaratha also 

0 Vimarh'nl, as well as the 0 Viveka, have Jayaratha, which 
Buhler himself considers (op. cit. p. 68) to be the correct name 
of the author of the two commentaries, the other being 
that of his brother. 

i v. 22 ; see the extract' given in Buhler op. cit. App. 
pp. cli f. This Sivaratha is mentioned in Raja-taraftg 0 
viii ill. 

.2 Jacob (JR AS, 1897, p. 283) came to the conclusion 
thate Jayaratha must be placed later than the end of the 
1 2th century, for he quotes from the Prthvlraja-vijaya , a poem 
dealing with Prthvlraja of Delhi who fell in 1193 A. D, 
(of ‘Buhler, op. cit. p. 6 a). 
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mentions two other works on Alamkara unknown 
to us, viz. Alamkara-bhasya (pp. 35, 83, 173) and 
Alamkara-sdra (pp. 171, 172, 184). The Alamkara- 
bhasya is also cited by Jagannatha (pp. 239, 365) ; 
while a work hearing the name Alamlcara-sara 
is mentioned in Kielhorn’s list 1 , and in Peterson iii 
App. p. 393 ; but this is probably a later work 
attributed to Balakrsna Payagunda who also wrote 
a commentary on Appayya’s Ci t ra- mm a ms a (q. v.) 
and was thus later than the end of the 16th cen- 
tury 9 . The 0 Vimarsim is, in its turn, cited exten- 
sively by Jagannatha, chiefly because Appayya, 
against whom Jagannatha’s attacks are primarily 
directed, follows Ruyyaka and Jayaratha pretty 
slavishly. 

Jayaratha appears also to have written another 
work on Poetics called Alamkardddharana, in the 
concluding verse of which he refers to his 0 Vimar- 
sinl. It appears from the resume of the work 
given in Mitra 2442 that it was chiefly meant to 
adduce illustrations to Ruyyaka’s text, which the 
limited scope of his 0 Vimarsim did not allow him 
to do properly. 

SAMUDRABANDHA 

• 

Samudrabandha flourished, as he himself tells 
us, in the time of Ravivarman, alias Samgramadhlra, 
king of K-olamba in the Kerala country (Travancore), 

1 Kielhorn’s List 18 ; see also Aufrecht i 32 b. 

2 But see Pischel in GgA, 1885 , p. 765 , contra Jacobi in 
ZDMG xlii 293 . 
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aud there are numerous illusjrutive verse. in the 
commentary itself, which sing the pmise of this 
king 1 . The editor of this commentary in the 
Triviudrutn Series tells us that this king, who was 
probably an ancestor of the Maharaja of Travancore; 
was born in 1265 A.. D., so that Samudrabandha 
may be taken to have flourished towards the etui 
of the 13th and the beginning of the 1 4th century. 

The citations from earlier authors are not so 
numerous in Samudrabandha, bub he shows his 
fa niliarity with Bha naha, Udbhata, Vamana, 
Rudrata, the Dhvanikara and Anandavardhana, 
Bhatfa Nayaka, the VakrOktijivita-kara, Mahima- 
bhatta, Bhoja an i Mammata. He also cites 
Udbhata’s vivrti, presumably on Bhamaha’s Kmyd- 
lamkara. 


VIDYA CAKRAVARTIN 

A co nmentary, called 0 Scomjivaui, on Ruyyaka 
(ils> v iriously style l d l a- m k 1 1 'as % njt o a m or °Saroa- 
aoasatnjwattl) is cited by Malliaatha 2 and Kumara- 
svamin 3 . Appayya 4 and Yisvesvara 5 apparently refer 
to the author of this commentary by citing Cakra- 

1 e. g. pp. 48, 58, 76, 13,3, 149 ( kolamblihipati ) etc. 

2 PP- 3 i» 57 . 221, 237, 324. 

- 3 pp. 54 (Cakravartin, as commentator on A lam. sarva- 
sva), 319, 377, 383 (°Samfivam as a comm, on Alam. sarv.) 
387, 393 , 398 , 435 , 449 - 50 . 465 - 

4 Citr. mint. p. 7. 

5 A lam. kaust. p. 11. 
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vartin ; for the two verses 1 , thus cited by them, are 
attributed to this commentator by Kumarasvainin, 
whose other references show that Cakravartin 
wrote a 0 Samjlvani commentary on the Alamkdra- 
sarvasoa. This Cakravartin, who is to be distin- 
guished from Paramananda Cakravartin, appears 
to be identical with SrI-vidya Cakravartin (which 
was probably his full name), two MSS of whose 
commentary on Ruyyaka, called 0 Sainjloani, are 
noticed in the Madras Catalogue 2 . This com- 
mentary refers to and is referred to by the same 
author’s Sayipraddya-prakdsini Brhatl Tikd on 
Mammata 3 , and both the commentaries are men- 
tioned together at the close of the former work thus : 

kdcyagrakdse laybkdrasaroas oe ca cipascitdm 
atyddaro jagatyasmin, oyakhydtam ubhayam, tatah, 
which indicates the popularity of the works of 
Mammata and Ruyyaka in later times. Vidya 
Cakravartin calls his author Rucaka and refers 
to him as sandkivigrahika. He appears to be a 
South Indian writer, belonging to the Sampradaya 
sect. The reference by Mallinatlia should place 
him chronologically earlier than the end of the 
14th century. 

1 as cited above = Ratnbpana p. 378. See other 
references to this author by Kuma.ra-sva.min given in p. 200 
above, fn 3 . 

2 no. 12799-12800, pp. 8609-10. Jacobi wrongly conjec- 
tured Alaka to be the author of this 0 Samjlvntil, [Z DM G 
lxii p. 292). 

3 ibid, no. 12826-28, p. 8627 ; Burnell 55a. See above 
p. 188. 
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XIX HEMACANMA AND THE VA6BHATAS 


( i ) 


The versatile and volumious Jaina writer Hemn- 
eandra directed his many-sided activity to the field 
of Sanskrit Poetics as well, and wrote a Ktivy d nnhfisn a a 
(with vfifi) and its commentary, called Alarnkarn- 
cTtdamani, basing it chiefly on Mammaia's work, hut 
appropriating his materials from various sources 1 . 
While as a textbook it hardly supersedes the Kavya- 
prakStea, it is, like most of Hemacandra’s other produc- 
tions, more or less an industrious compilation, 
displaying its author’s encyclopaedic erudition, but 
hardly constituting an original contribution to the 
subject. 

i He appropriates, for instance, long passages, without 
acknowledgment, from Rujasekhara, Abhinavagupta, the 
Vakroktijlvita-kara, Mammata and others. The passage in 
the commentary from p. 57 to p. 66 is copied almost verbatim 
from Abhinava on Bharata ch vi, with only a general 
acknowledgment at conclusion itibfiman abhinavaguptddi ryah , 
etan tnatam evasmabhir upajlvitam veditavyam (p. 66). In 
the vrtti, again, at p. 83, the remarks on the sthayi-bhava 
(pp. 83-84) are copied from the same source. His extensive 
appropriation from Rajasekhara has been already alluded 
to see p. I2$f above. At p. 316 he calls himself a follower of 
Bharata’s views ( bharata-niatdnusarl ). His dependence on 
earlier works is so close as to amount at times to almost 
slavish imitation or plagiari sm. 
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About Hemacandra and his time, we know perhaps 
more than we do with regard to other writers on 
Poetics, and the biographical and other details will 
be found collected together in Biihler’s erudite little 
pamphlet on this author 1 . Hemacandra was born 
at Dhunduka (in Ahrnedabad) on the full noon night 
of the month of Karttika in the samvat year 1145 = 
1088-89 A.D., of humble parents, named Caciga and 
Pahini. He was originally named Cangadeva. He was 
consecrated as a Jaina monk in samvat 1154=1098 
A.D., taking the name of Somananda. He was a 
pupil of Devacandra of Yajra-sakha, author of the 
Sthanaha-vrUi and the Santinatha-carita. He became 
a suri or acarya in samvat 1166= 1110 A.D., changing 
his name, again, into Hemacandra. He spent the 
greater part of his life, as the acknowledged head of the 
Jaina community at Anahilla-pattana, under the 
patronage of Jayasimha Siddharaja (1094-1143 A.D.) 
and his successor Kumarapala of Ofuzerat, dying 
shortly before the latter in samvat 1229 = 1173 A.D. 
He wrote most of his works at the request of his 
patrons, of whom he converted Kumarapala into 
Jainism in samvat 1216=1160 A.D. 

( 2 ) 

There are two Vagbhatas in Sanskrit Poetics 
who must be distinguished from each other, viz. 
Yagbhata, author of the Vagbhatdla/mkara (here 

i Ueber das Leben des Jaina Monches Hemacandra , 
Wien 1889 ; Jacobi in Ency. of Religion and Ethics , vi 591.' ' 
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cited as Vagbhata I) and Vagbhata, author of the 
Kdvydn nsdsana and its vrtti, Alamkara-tifaka (here 
cited as Vagbhata II). Fggeling 1 falls into the error 
ot confounding the two and assigning both the works 
to the same author. From the Vagbha fdlamkdra iv 
148, we learn that the Jaina name in the Prakrit 
form of the author is Bahada and that he was the 
son of Roma 2 . From the Kdoydnmdsa.ua and its 
commentary 3 , on the other hand, we learn that its 
author was the son of Nemikumara and Maha-(mahif-) 
devT or Vasundharfi • while his native town, called 
Rahadnpura from the shrine of a deity of that name, 
is mentioned 4 , as well as described, in a verse by the 
author himself 5 . Vagbhata II also appears to cite 
Vagbhata I as one of his authorities 6 . Both the 
Vagbhatas, however, quote from the poet Vagbhata, 
author of the Nemi-nirvdna, Vagbhata II citing the 
poem by name frequently for the purpose of illustrat- 
ing the characteristics of a good poem (e.g. p. TO) 7 . 
It appears that Vagbhata 1 may or may not fie 
identical with the poet of the Nemi nirvana ; but 

1 IOC Hi pp. 330-n 

2 So also in Jinavardhana, Simhadeva and Ksemahamsa- 
gani’s comms. on this verse. 

3 p. 1 vrtti, and the concluding verse. 

4 p. 1 vrtti. 

5 IOC iii p. 332. In the KSvyamala edition of the 
work, this verse is also given at p. 10, but the words asindbhir 
uktain , preceding it in the India Office MS, are wanting. 

6 ii p. 31 : iti daydi-vdmana-vagbhatddi-pranita dam 
kavya-gunali. 

7 The verses quoted in Vugbhatalamkara from the Nerni- 
nirvana are given by Jacob, op. cit. p. 309. 
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Vagbhata II should be distinguised from both 1 . 
We must also distinguish the medical writer Vagbhata, 
son of Simhagupta. 

Vagbhata I seems to have been contemporaneous 
with Hemacandra, and lived under the Calukya 
Jayasimha Siddharaja of Aiiahilla-pattana®, who 
flourished from 1094 to 1143 A.D. We have refer- 
ences to this king and his capital in iv 45, 76, 81, 85 
and 1 32, and he is described as the son of king 
Karnadeva. II nth Jinavardhana Siiri and Simhadeva 
Gaiii in their commentaries explain that the prince 
referred to is Jayasimha, son of Karnadeva, of 
Anahilla, -pataka. It also appears from what Simha- 
deva Gani on iv 148 says that Vagbhata was probably 
a mahdmntya of the said prince, a statement which 
is supported by the description given of our author 
in Prabhacandra Suri’s Prabhavaka-carita 3 , from 
which we also learn that Vagbhata lived in 1123 A.D. 
and also in 1157 A.D. Vagbhata’s literary activity, 
therefore, may be assigned roughly to the first half 
of the 1 2 th century. 

1 Winternitz thinks ( Geschichte der Ind. Lit. ii p. 338 
fn 1 , iii p. 22 fn 1 , also iii p. 642 ) that Vagbhata I is the 
same as the poet of the N emi-nirvana. — Jalhana ascribes 
the verse analocya premnah to one Vagbhata, but it does not 
occur in any of these Vagbhalas. It occurs, however, in 
Amaru 80 . It is cited anonymously by Vallabhadeva 1170 ; 
while in the Sadukti-karnamrta it is attributed to Rajasekhara, 
and in Kavmdra-vacana 372 to the poetess Vikata-nitamba. 

2 and not Jayasimha of Kashmir, as Haricand (p. 49 ) 
erroneously gives it. 

3 Second half of the 13 th century, see Biihler’s Hema- 
candra note 1 ; also VagbhatAlam 0 (ed. Kavyamala, I9l6)p.i-2fn, 
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Vagbhata II appears to be a later writer. His 
reference to Vagbhata I and considerable borrowing 
from Hemacandra give us one limit to his date. 
The other terminus 1 is unknown; for the Jaina 
authors (excepting Hemacandra) are rarely quoted 
by later writers on the subject. He may have beeu 
earlier than Devesvara, whose borrowings, however, 
are not conclusive enough for any chronological 
inference. Vagbhata II himself cites two of his own 
works, viz. Rsabhadeva-carita (p. 15, called a maka- 
kaoya) and Chandonusasana (p. 20) ; but of these 
nothing is known. In two illustrative verses there are 
references to two princes called Mularaja (p. 15) and 
Vibhakara (p. 44). This Vibhakara is unknown, 
but Mularaja appears to be the same as the founder of 
the Calukya dynasty at Anahilla-pattana( = Anhilvacl) 
in Guzerat 2 . 


( 3 ) 

No commentaries on Hemacandra and Vagbhata 
II is kuown, but the VagbhaUilmakara 3 appears 

j Haricand f 3 astri (op. cit. p. 49) places him in the 13th 
century, but he does not state the grounds of his opinion. 

2 Peterson notes (iii App. p. 124) a reference in the 
puxpika of a MS of Hemcandra’s Tri*axJi-'*aliiko-puruf}a to 
one Nemikumara, who flourished in samvat 1295, and he 
queries whether this Netnikumara was our Vagbhata’s father 
(iv p. lxxi). 

3 The published text of this work contains five chapters, 
which is also the number in the Bodleian, Stein, Madras and 
India Office MSS; but Weber’s MS (1718) adds a sixth 
chapter, which appears to deal with the figure yamaka. 
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to have been fortunate in this respeet. Of the coin- 
mentators on this work, whose names are noted 
below, Jinavardhana Suri and Simhadeva Gaiji are 
better known, and their commentaries have been 
published. Jinavardhana was pupil of Jinaraja Suri 
and was a priest of Kharatara-gaccha from about 
1405 or 1410 A.D. 1 . In some catalogues (e.g. Mitra 
2814 ), his name is given as Adinatha. 

x Klatt in I A xi p. 249; Bhandarkar Rep. 1882-3, P- 
25 ; IOC iii no 1156 and 2656a. 
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XX ARISIMHA, AMARACANDRA 
AND DEVESVARA 

< i ) 


The Svetambara Jainas, Arisimha and Amara- 
candra, are notable iu Sanskrit Poetics for a work on 
the composition of verses called the Kavita-rahasya 
or Kavya-kalpalata, and its commentary entitled 
Kavya-kalpalata Kavisiksa-vrtti. This work was com- 
posed in part by Arisimha and completed by Amara- 
eandra 1 , who also wrote the commentary 2 . Arisimha, 
described as the son of Lavanyasimha or Lavanasimha 
wrote also a poem (called Sukrta-samkirtaaa ) in honour 
of his patron Vastupala (d. 1242 A.D.), the Jaina 
minister of the Dholka Rana Viradhabala ; and he also 
lived in the time ol Vlradhabala’s son Vlsaladeva 3 . 
Amaraeandra appears to be a more prolific writer, 
being also the author of the Jinendra-carita (otherwise 

1 kimcic ca tad-racitavi atmakrtmn ca kimcit / vyakhya- 
syate tvarita-kavya-krte'tra sTitram, says tl.e vrtti. 

2 The colophon calls the vytti kavi-'siksa-vrtti. Biihler 
thinks, from i I and 2, that the original karik «-verses of 
Arisimha were called Kavita-rahasya , while Amaracandra’s 
vrtti was entitled Kavya-kalpalata. 

3 See the question discussed in detail in Biihler, Das 
Sukrtasamklrtana des Arisimha , Wien 1889, pp. 5f, 38; also 
IA vi 210-12. . 
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called Padmdnanda-kavya) 1 , the Bala-bhamta 2 and 
a grammar (?) called Syadisabda-samuccaya (Aufreeht 
i 180). Rajasekhara, the Jain a author of the Pra- 
bandha-kosa, also attributes a S Tikidvali and a Kald- 
kalapa. In the vptti to the Kdvya-kalapalata itself, 
three other works by Amaracandra are cited, viz. the 
Chando-ratndvah , a work on Prosody (p. 7), the 
Kdvya-kalpalatd-parimala 3 , (pp. 22, 31, 80), probab- 
ly an epitome or continuation of the same work, and 
an independent work on Poetics called Alamkara- 
prabodka (p. 147). 

Amaracandra was a pupil of Jinadatta Suri 4 of the 
Vayada-gaccha, who is identified with the author of 
the Viveka-vilasa and who lived about the middle of 
the 13th century 5 . Amaracandra appears to have 
been a pupil or a fellow-student of Arisimha 6 and 
lived, according to the account given in Jaina Raja- 
sekhara’s work 7 , in time of Viradhabala and his 

1 Peterson ip. 126 no. 285, also pp. 58-59 and App. I 
p. 2 ; Buhler, op, cit, pp. 5, 38. 

2 ed. in Kavyamala 45. 

3 cf IOC 848, which has a reference to Kavya-kalpalata- 
' maHjart. 

4 See the concluding verse of Bciln-bharata and the colo- 
phon to the Kavya-kalpalata. 

5 See Peterson i p 58-59, but Peterson’s conjecture 
about Jinadatta is not right ; %ee also Merutunga’s Prabandha- 
cintamani , p. 258 ; Peterson iv pp. viii, xxxvi and App. 115 ; 
Bhandarkar Rep. 1883-84, pp. 6, 156 ; Buhler op. cit. pp. 25,48. 

6 Rajasekhara says that Amara was a pupil of Arisimha. 
Cf Srldhara Bhandarkar’s Rep. 1904-6, pp. 23-24: Buhler 
op ( cit. pp. 5 - 6 : contra Bhandarkar. 

7 His work is dated in 1348 A.D, See introd. to 
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minister Vastupiila, as well as in that of Vlsaladeva, 
before the latter’s accession to the throne of Aijliilvad 
i.e. about the second quarter or the middle of the 
13th century. 


( 2 ) 

The date of Devesvara, author of the Kaoi-halpalatd , 
can be approximately settled from the internal 
evidence supplied by the work itself ; for it closely 
follows, in its treatment of the subject and general 
arrangement, Arisimha and Amaracandra’s work: 
and it is not difficult to show that he also slavishly 
copies wholesale from the text of his predecessors. 
He borrows literally most of the rules and defini- 
tions, and even repeats the illustrative stanzas. 
Thus Devesvara pp. 157-60 ( venyah sarpdsi °) and pp. 
36-7 (rat nddi yatra) = Arisimha pp. 135-37 and pp. 
30-1 ; the definition of adbhuta-vidhi in Arisimha p. 
93 = Devesvara p. 130. This copying is not sporadic 
but systematic, and is found practically throughout 
the work, so that it is highly probable that Deves- 
vara had had the text of the Kavya-kalpalata before 
him, when he composed his own work on the same 
subject. This gives us one terminus to his date at 
the middle of the 13th century. 

The other terminus is given by the fact that a 
verse of Devesvara’s ( tiaga-visese iese p. 155) is 
quoted under his name in the Paddhati of ^arnga- 

Amara’s Bala-bharata ed. Kavyamala. Rajasekhara was a 
pupil of Tilaka Suri of Kotika Gana (Peterson iv p. cv). 
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dhara (545, devesvctrasya). As this anthology was 
compiled about L3G3 A.D., we get the middle of the 
14th century as the other terminus. Allowing half 
a century to elapse between Devesvara and Arisimha, 
on the one hand, and a similar period of time 
between Devesvara and the compiler of the Paddhati, 
on the other, we may roughly fix the beginning of 
the 14tli century as his approximate date. 

Devesvara describes himself as the son of Vaodbhata, 
who was a mahdmatya to the king of Malava ; and 
in one of the samasya-slokas, there is a panegyric of 
Hammlra-mahlmahendra, who is apparently the 
Cauhan prince of that name who reigned about 1283 

A.D. 1 . 

BlBLIOGRArilY 

Kavya-kalpalata 

Editions, (i) Rama Sastrl, Benares 1886 (our references are 
to this edition) (2) Vftmana Sastrl, Bombay 1891. 
MSS. Aufrecht i 101a, ii 19b, iii 22b. 

Commentary. 9 Makaranda by Stibhavijaya Gani, pupil of 
Hlravijaya Suri of Tapa-gaccha who lived in the 
reign of ‘Akabbar Sahi’. Aufrecht i 101a, iii 22b; 

I See a note by the present writer in JR AS 1922 p. 
578f on the date of Devesvara. In the footnote there, omit 
the words “ from the author’s own comment on the word.” 
Devesvara also refers to another, work of his, called Candra- 
kaltipa {viatkrta-candrakaRipe malamatibhis tad budhair 
jTieyam, SgS ii p. 225, also in Bibl. Ind. ed.). The variant in 
the Calcutta edition (1900) reads (p. 42) instead matkya- 
kavikalpalata-parimalatas'* , while an alternative reading noticed 
in the Bibl. Indica ed. (p. 52) is matkrta-kavi-kalpalataya,m 
amalamatibhis 0 . 
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KBod 497. The author lived in the reign of Salem 
or Jahangir (srimat-salem-sahi-rajye) and wrote the 
commentary in samvat 1665 = 1609 A.D., at the 
request of Vijayadeva Suri (Peterson vi p. 25f). 

Kavi-kalpalata 

Editions. (1) with comm, by Vecarama Sarvabhauma, Calcutta 
1870 (2) with comm, by Ramagopala Kaviratna 
1900 (our references are to this edition) (3) Bibl. 
Indica by Saraccandra Sastrl with comm., Calcutta 
1913 (4) in Pratnakrama-nandirii, Benares nos, 

I-3I. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 87a, 777b, ii 16b, 192a, iii 19a; Madras Cat. 
12804-07; SCC vii 7. 

Commentary. (1) Balabodhika by Surya Kavi, also known 
as Suryadasa or Surya Suri. His genealogy is 
given thus: Rama of Parthapura (under. Rama, 
king of Devagiri)— >Visnu— vNllkantha— ►Naganatha 
->Nrsimha— vNaganatha-yJnananija (author of 
Siddh&nta-sundara)-yS u rya (Weber ip. 231). He 
was a versatile author (for his works see Aufrecht 
i 731b, ii 175b), and his L 7 Uavat\-t\ka was composed 
in 1542, while Surya-prakasa on Bhaskara’s 
Bljaganita is dated in 1539 A.D. He also wrote 
an artificial poem called Ramak'S na-viloma-kavya 
(ed. in Haeberlin’s Kavya-saingraha, and Kavya- 
mala pt. xi p. 147O which praises in alternate 
verses Rama and Krsna, and gives the same text 
whether read forward or backward. He also wrote a 
Nrsimkacampn fn 5 ucchvasas {IOC vii p. 1548; see 
also ibid p. 1478). He belonged to the Bharadvaja- 
gotra and lived in Partha-pura near the confluence of 
the Godavari and Vidarbha. Aufrecht i 87a, iii 19a. 

(2) Comm, by Vecarama. Aufrecht ii 16b. 
See under Minor Writers. 

(3) anonymous °tyka in SCC vii 8. 



XXI JAYADEVA 


( i ) 


Jayadeva, author of the popular text-book Catidrd- 
loka, is otherwise known as Piyusavarsa (i 2) 1 , 
and himself gives us the names of his parents as 
Mahadeva and Sumitra. (i 16). The name Jayadeva, 
however, is borne by our author in common with 
fnany other Sanskrit writers. Of the fifteen different 
persons, mentioned by Aufrecht, as bearing the same 
name, it seems likely that our author is identical 
with the poet who wrote the well-known drama 
called the Prasannci-raghav a ; for in the prologue 
to that drama there are two verses (i 14-15) which 
inform us that the dramatist was also the son of 
Mahadeva of the Kaundinya-gotra and Sumitra, 
a coincidence of names which does not seem to be 
accidental. Aufrecht, however, identifies 2 our author 
with Jayadeva who composed the well known lyric 

named Gitagovinda; but apart from all arguments 

• ~~ — — 

1 Also in a verse given at the end in some MSS, e. g. 

Peterson ii p. 109, Madras Cat. p. 8656 : piywsavarsa- 
prabkavam candnilokam ntanoharam etc. Also the verse 
jayanti jajlhika-sritnan-mahddevdnga-janmanah / slikti-plyusa- 
varsasya jayadeva-kaver girah, commented on in the Saradd- 
gama and the Rakdgatna comras. These verses are waiiting 
in the Calcutta ed. 

2 ZD MG tfxvii 30. 
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derived from the style and poetic genius of the 
two writers, which possess few kindred excellences, 
the fact that the author of the lyric, in one of his 
concluding verses 1 , tells us that he was the son of 
Bhojadeva and RamadevI (or VamadevI or Rad ha - 
devi, according to other readings) stands seriously 
against the proposed identification. The identity 
of Jayadeva with the logician Paksadhara, also 
called Jayadeva, is equally doubtful, and Aufrecht 
mentions the two names separately. The name 
Paksadhara, no doubt, was a mere title given 
to the logician from the circumstance of his having 
been able to maintain by subtle reasoning what- 
ever side of a question he undertook to defend ; 
but the argument for his identity with our Jaya- 
deva, relied on by Hall 2 , that Jayadeva in his drama 
refers (i 18 ) to his knowledge oipramana, befitting 
a logician, is hardly convincing and sufficient 3 , 

( 2 ) 

The date of Jayadeva yet remains unsettled. 
There is hardly any doubt, however, that he should 

1 xii p. 1 7 1 , ed. N.S. P., 1917. It is not commented 
upon by Kumbha in his Rasika-priya comm., but Sankara, 
in his Rasa-mafijarx comm, says : adhuna pitr-matr-nama- 
nibadhnan prathayate sajjatum (ed. N. S. P. loc. cit). The 
same in the colophon in Bidder's MSS (Kashmir Rep. p. 
64), where read RamadevI for Ramadeva. 

2 Introd. to Samkhya-pravacana-bhasya pp. 62-63 : 
Keith (Indian Logic p. 33O appears to accept the identification. 

3 Jayadeva, author of a manual on Erotics, called Rati- 
malijari in 60 verses (ed. in Haeberlin and by ;Pavolini in 
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be placed earlier than liesava Misra, wliu cites 
(p. 47) the verse hadall kadali from the Praxauuu- 
rdghava (i 37). As Kesava nourished in the middle 
ot the 16th century, we may safely assign Jayadeva 
to a period earlier than that. This conclusion is 
supported by the fact that the Maraddgama comm- 
entary on the Candniluka, was composed by 
Pradyotana Bhatfa in 1583 A.D. 1 , under the 

patronage of a Bundella prince, named Vlrabhadra, 
of the the Vaghela, dynasty, who himself wrote a 
commentary on Vatsyayana ( called Kandarpa 
cudamaiti ) in suvioat 1 033 — 1 a77 A.D a . We 
may push this limit to the date of Jayadeva’ s work 
back to the beginning of the 1 4th century, because 
two verses trom the PrananiM-riighava (i 13 and 
33) are quoted in Sarakgadhara-paddhati (164 and 
3520), compiled in 1363 A.D. ; while Shiga bhupala, 
whose date has been tixed at 1330 A.D., cites the 
drama itself in his Rasdrmca-sndhdkara (pp. 258, 
277). This gives us one terminus to the date of 
Jayadeva in the first quarter of the 14th. century 3 . 

Gior mile della Soc. Asiat. Italiana, 1904, pp. 317b is probably 
a different and later writer. 

1 A FI no. 467 (51), p. 158 ; ALeip no, S20, p. 268. 

2 Peterson ii pp. 66, 132 ; iv p. cxvi. 

3 Paranjpe and Pause in their edition (Poona, 1894) of 
the drama (p. xiii f) identify Jayadeva with the logician 
PakSadhara Jayadeva and assign him to a period between 
1500 and 1577 A. D. So also Peterson in introd. to Subha^ 
p. 37f. Cf also Eggcling IOC iii pp. 33 2f - Winternitz 
( Geschichte der Iud \ Lit. iii p. 26, fn 3) thinks that Jaya- 
deva Could not have written long before Appayya. But 

28 
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The other terminus is given by the inference 
that Jayadeva is later than Ruyyaka ; lor in his 
Caudrdloka he directly adopts some of tlic original 
definitions of poetic figures given for the first time 
hy Ruvyaka. The figure nikalpa, for instance, 
which (as both Ruvyaka himself and Jayaratha 
inform us) 1 was invented and defined for the first 
time by Ruvyaka, is literally copied bv Jayadeva 
(v 112). We cannot, therefore, place Jayadeva, 
who upholds the views peculiar to Ruyyaka 
as well as Mammata, earlier than the second half 
of the 12 th century. 

Jayadeva, therefore, should be assigned to the 
period bet wee u the last quarter of the 1 2th century and 
the first quarter of the 14th, a closer approximation 

all these scholars appear to have overlooked this quota- 
tion in Saraogadhara. Xo chronological conclusion is 
inferable from Jayadeva’s mention of the poet Cora : 
for Bidder's identification of this poet with Bilhana is 
not free from doubt (see Solf, Die Kashmir Recension 
dcr Pauca'si ka , Kiel 1 88(3, p. xxifj. Nor should 
stress be laid on the fact that verses from the Prasanna- 
raghava occur in the M ah~im[ aka ; for the date of the latter, 
as well as its proper text, cannot be taken to have been 
satisfactorily settled (sec Levi ii p. 48 ; Sten Konow, Ind. 
Drama pp. 88-9). Jayadeva himself, as a rhetorician, is 
quoted by very late writers like Appayya, Kesava and 
Bhlmasena. 

I Cf Jacobi in ZD.\f(i Ixii p. 60C, note 1. Ruyyaka 
says expressly with regard to this figure : pUrvair akrta- 
vivekdtra darn t a ilyavaganlavyam , upon which Jayaratha 
remarks : ancnasva granthakydufajaatvavi eva daroitam (p. 
159)- 
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than which is not possible at present ; and perhaps 
we may tentatively place him in the I nth century. 

( •> ) 


The Candrdlokn is a general treatise on Poetics 
in ten chapters (called mayTtkhas). The Calcutta 
edition of* the text, published in 1874 1 2 , enumerates 
the following divisions : (1) Va.g-vica.ra (si. 1(1) (2) 
Dosa-nirupana (sf. 44V) (0) Laksana -n ir u pana (41. 11) 
(4) (runa-nirupana (si. 12) (5) Alamkara-n i r u pana, 

consisting of SahdA.lamka.ras (si. 10 ), Alamkara- 
nukramanika (41. If*), and Arthalamkaras (.<•/. 174) 

(0) Rasadi-nirilpana (.<•/. 24) (7) Dhvani-nirupana 
U. 18) (8) rjunihhuta vyangya (.<*/. 10) (9) Laksana- 
nirupana (si. la) (10) Abhidhil-nirnpana (.<?/. 4). 
This arrangement is substantially followed in the 
Leipzig MS 819 (which contains only b mayT&'has) 
and correspond closely with the arrangement mentioned 
by Gaiigadhara in his commentary (p.9) on Appayya’s 
Knvalaydnanda, where the chapters are given 
thus : 1. SSabda-mayuklia 2. Dosa-mayukha 3. 

T jak sana- i nay file ha 4. Guna-mayukha 5. Alamkara- 
mayukha 6. Rasa-mayukha 7. Dhvani-mayukha 
8. Gunibliuta vyangya -may ukha 9. Laksana-mayilkhn 
and 10 Tatsakti ( = Abhidha)-mayukha a . 

1 The Calcutta edition (by Jlvananda) of 1906 subs- 
tantially keeps to this arrangement and numbering of verses 
in the different chapters. 

2 The text as commented upon by Pradyotana Bhafcta, 
Gagabhatta and Vaidyanatha (. Madras Cat, 12876-78) 
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It will seen front this that the section on ArtlitV 
lamkara in chapter v is the most considerable part 
of the work, which appears to have become, to the 
exclusion of the rest of the work, a favourite manual 
of poetic figures It was specially adapted for this 
purpose by Appayya Dlksita’s Knvalaydnanda , 
\\ T hich bodily incorporates the karikas of this section 
(with only slight modifications), himsell only 
writing the running prose commentary and 
adding a few supplementary figures. This work of 
Appayya’s, therefore, may be regarded, in a sense, 
as a commentary on this chapter of the Candrdloka, 
Appayya himself indicates his indebtedness in one 
of the prefatory verses 1 by saying that the definition- 
stanzas of the Candrdloka are borrowed in his own 
work, but there are a few modifications and additions 9 
of his own. He also explains in the concluding- 
verse how his work came to be called Knvalaydnanda 
(lit. “delight of lotuses”) from the Candrdloka (lit. 
“the sight or light of the moon”): 

candrdloko vijayatmi , saraddgama-samlhavah 
hrdyah knvalaydnando yat-prasadat abhud ay am, 
which, apart from the obvious pun involved, praises 
the Candrdloka , the cause of its commentary called 

contains these ten mayTikhas. MSS of the complete text 
noticed also in Mitra ii p. 177, v p. 103, ix p 184 : Peterson 
ii 109. 

1 ye*hn- candrdloke dyxyantc lakHya-lak*ana-»lokah / 
prlytu ta rva, teyini itareMun tvabhinava viracyante . 

2 The differences of reading in the karikas are noted 
in Halasynatha SastiTs ed. of Kuvalaydnan la (with the 
Knsikamftjanl of Gangadhara), Kumbhakonum 1892. 
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Saraddgauia, from the contact of both of which 
the charming Kaoalajdnanda originated. This 
Saraddgarna commentary apparently refers to the 
commentary of the same name on the Candrdloha , 
composed by Pradyotana Bhatta in 1583 A. I) 1 . 

Blit on account of the wholesale appropiation of 
this chapter of Jayadeva’s work, the title Caudrdloka 
appears to have been frequently applied to the arthd- 
Ixmknra- section of the work 2 alone, as well as to 
Appayya’s Knvaloydnanda 3 itself. Thus the India 

1 Vaidyanatha, apparently ignorant of the existence 
of the daraddgama commentary, interprets (ed. N. S. P. 1917 
p. 1 88) the phrase * araddgama sambhavah as referring to 
some previous original of the Candndoka itself. An ins- 
tance of similar ignorance on the part of the commentator 
is given by the story of Asadhara in his comm, on the 
Kuvalay 0 (p. 86) that Appayya composed the Cmid/aloka 
itself at the request of the king of Vehkatagiri, and later 
oti wrote his Kuvalay* on its basis. Gangadhara, a more 
reliable commentator on Appayya’s work (who tells us that 
Appayya was the guru of a brother of his grand father) 
interprets the phrase correctly as : atra candraloka-vama 
granthah sa radagania-na tuna ilka-granthena sambhava 
utpattih (p. 283). The supposition (Sgi S' ii pp. 68-9) that 
Appayya’s utilisation of Jayadeva’s work was resented by 
the latter, who is said to have made a veiled reference to this 
fact in the prologue to the" i*r<isau na- nigh ava (where the 
stage- manager alludes to the stealing of his name) is dis- 
proved by the fact that Appayya lived long after Jayadeva. 

2 Cf Gangadhara on Kuvalay 0 p. 9 : candrdlokd rth» lam- 
kardtmaka eva, na tvanya iti keyimdd bhramab . 

3 Thus Regnaud ( Rheioriquc Sanskrite p. 375) speaks 
of the Candntloka as being composed of 15 1 Hokas , dealing 



222 


SANSKRIT POETICS 


Office MS 2656, Weber 1721 and Madras MSS 
12871-74 constitute in reality the arthdlamkrtra- 
section of the Candrdloka, embodied in the Kuva- 
laydnanda, and not the whole text, but they arc 
entitled Candrdloka . Appavya’s work does not 
end with the hundred poetic figures dealt with by 
Jay ad era, but it adds a supplementary chapter on 
a few additional figures. In some texts of' the 
Candrdloka this appears to have been erroneously 
included. A considerable confusion is also noticeable 
in the different MSS of J ayadeva s and Appayya’s 
works as to the arrangement of the three 
opening verses, as well as with regard to tint total 
number of slokas contained in the artfidlamkara- 
section. The verse para spara-tapah - sampa t 0 occurs 
in most accepted texts of this section of the Candrd- 
loka,, but; it is not intelligible why Jayadeva should 
add this benedictory verse in a chapter, which occurs 
in the middle of the book. Gaiigadhara pointedly 
remarks that this verse is not Jayadeva’s, but was 
composed by Appayya himself as prefatory to his 
own work 1 . 


with the definition and illustration of poetic figures, which 
description applies to the Ktivalay 0 . 

i Gahgadhara op. cit. , p. g ; “ tatha paraspara-tapak- 
sauipaC iti candrb loka-nandl-Hloka ityapi bhruma eva ; pnn- 
camn-maywkhe mdkdlamka ra n nirupya “upama yatra sad - 
Uytf* ityddina arthdlamkara-prastave nandyU evdbhcivat. 
The same remark applies apparently to the second verse 
alarnkHrem balamtn and to v 174 which alludes to Vettkata- 
prabhu”; for they are probably Appayya’s additions. Cf IOC 
iii pp. 333-34 for a discussion of this point. 
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( 4 ) 

TILE COMMENTATORS ON J A YADEVA 

Ot 11 10 commentators on the Candrdloka, mention 
has already heen made <>f Pradyotana Bhatta and 
his commentary, called Ca udrdloh c-j >r<> kdS< >, Hava/lii,- 
(janxi. He is described as the son of Misra Bala- 
l>hadra, and his patron’s name is given as Virabhadra 
(or °rudra)-deva, son of Ramcandra and grandson 
ot Vfrabhanu, king of Ayodhya, of the Vandal la 
lamily. His commentary is dated in 1.583 A. D.; 
while his patron lived in the second half of the 
Itith century, as we find Vlrabhadra’s commentary 
(called Kandarpa-cTula/mani) on Vatsyayana is dated 
in 1577 A. D. 

There is another commentary called Rama 2 
written by Vaidyanatha Payagunda, who may not 
be identical with Vaidvanatha Tatsat, the connnen- 
tator on Govinda’s Kavya-pmdlpa and Appayya’s 
Knralaydnanda , although the two writers are taken 
as identical in most catalogues. The colophon to 
their commentaries distinctly make out their respect- 

1 The Madras MS reads vandella, but the Florentine MS 
{A FI p. 158) has vaghela. 

2 The name of his commentary is often given, through 
a confusion, as 7 / a ril oca na-ca u drika (Aufrecht i 182a), which 
itself appears to be a mistaken name for the Alamkara-cand- 
ri/ca comm, of Vaidyanatha Tatsat on Kuvalay 0 , the mistake 
arising from the word harilocana-candrika occuring in the 
benedictory verse to the latter commentary, as well as from 
this confusion between the commentators on Jayadeva and 
Appayya respectively. 
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ivc family-names as Pftyagunda and Tatsat ; 
while in one of the introductory verses of the llama 
our Vaidyanatha calls h - nisei I distinctly Payaguiida 
hut does not give his own genealogy 1 . 

There is another less known commentary, called 
lldkdgama or u Sad ft a, composed by Gagabhatta, 
alias Visves'vara, son of Dinakara Bhatta who was 
a Miuuuusaka. Vis ves vara, who also wrote a number 
of MimamsA and Smrti works (Aufrecht i oB7b), 
was a great-great-grandson of Ramesvara, nephew 
of the well-known Mimainsaka Kamalakara Bliafta, 
whose date, as we have seen, is the first quarter of 
the I7tli century 2 . Vis ves vara, therefore, is a 
comparatively modern writer who probably flourished 
in the beginning of the LBtli century, and should not 
be contused with Visves'vara, author of the 
Alamkara-kaustubh a . 

Two other little known commentaries are men- 
tioned below. 

BlLiLICMJKAl’ilY 

Editions. Text only. (i) Madras 1857 (2; Calcutta 1874, 

18 77 ) l 9 o 0 by Jlvananda (3) by Subrahmanya, 
Vizagpatam 1898 (4) by VeukatAcarya Sastrl, 

Talghat 1912 (5} X. S. 1 \ Bombay 1912,1917. 

1 This commentary has not yet been published, and 
the description of it given in the catalogues is unsatisfactory 
on this point. This conjecture, therefore, is put forward 
with reserve, as I have no means to verify it except the 
short extract given from it in the Madras Catalogue pp. 
8652-53, and in SCC vii 30. 

2 see above p. 1 80. The genealogy is given thus : Rames- 
vara-* Narayana—* Ramakpfna-* Dinakara-* Vis ves vara. 
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With Commentary . By Surya-balirama Caube, 
Benares 1895 (with CandrAloka-nigudhartha-dlpika). 
The ed. with Budharanjanl comm, published from 
Madras is really a commentary on the Arthfdam- 
kara-section incorporated in the Kuvalay 0 and 
not upon the whole text. Our references are to 
the Calcutta ed. 1917, which contains the whole 
text. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 182a, 784b ; ii 37a, 199b ; iii 39a. SCC 
vii 31, 144, 444 ; Madras Cat. 12860 (which con- 
tains the verses of the Candraloka with Kuvalay °), 
12871-73. Most of these MS, however, contain 
the a rt h< tin q 4 kdra-scc t i o n and not the whole text 
see above p. 221-2. The Alamkara-mtaka of Jaya 
rleva in Oppert ii 2763 is a descriptive name perhaps 
of this section of the Candraloka. The Alamkdra 
sanigraka in Mitra 1612 is in reality this arthti 
/ainkdra- section. 

Commentaries, (i) CandrAloka-prakdsa Saraddgama by 
Pradyotana Bhatta. Aufrecht i 182a, ii 37a, 
199b, iii 39a; Madras Cat. 12878 (extract). 

(2) Rdkdgama or Sudhd by Visvesvara alius 
( iagabhatta, Aufrecht i 182a, 784b ( Sudhd ), ii 37a ; 
S' CB 139, 144 (Sudka ) ; Madras Cat. 12877 
( extract). 

(3) Rama by Vaidyanatha Payagunda. 
Aufrecht i 182a, ii 37a : Madras Cat. 12876 ; SCC 
vii 30 ( tlkd ). 

(4) Comm, by Vajacandra. Aufrecht i 182a. 

(5) °D r tpikd. Name of author unknown. 
Aufrecht i 182a. 

i6) Saradadarvarl by V irupaksa. Hultzsch 
161?, 
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XXII VlDAADllAKA AND M A LMN ATH A 

( i ) 

The date ol' Vidvadiiara. author ol* the Eknvati 1 
has Been fixed with sufficient approximation by 
Trivedf and R. G. Bhaudarkar-. The latest write) 1 
• I noted and mentioned by Vidvadhara- is Buy yak a 
(p. laO) ; and this gives us one terminus to his 
date at the middle of the 12th century. This 
conclusion is apparently supported by Vidyad ham’s 
mention (p. iy) of ^rfharsa, author of the Naimdha. 

1 Aufrecht (i 75 J mentions three different works called 
I-ikavafi; which appear to be the same work. The first 
and the third are undoubtedly identical and refer to our 
Ekavali ; but the second is described by Burnell 54a (cf 
Oppert ii 3605) as composed by Mahamahesvara Kavi. 
t his, however, appears to be a title of Vidvadhara himself, 
and is apparently the source of the confusion of our Vidya- 
dhara with Abhinavagupta who also bore the same title 
(see Weber ii no. r723'. The colophon in the Madras MS 
{Madras Cat. p. 86 j 1) reads : iti vrimato maha mahesvarasya 
haver vidyadharasya hrt'lvekavall-mmnyalatnkara-sastrc etc. 
The first verse quoted in Burnell is the same as found in 
all the texts of our Efcava'i.' The commentary Tarala noticed 
by Weber Uoc. tit.) is apparently the same as Tarala of 
Mallinatha. The Keli-rahasya on Erotics is ascribed to 
VidySdhara by Aufrecht, but the colophon gives the author’s 
name as Vaidya-vidyadhara. 

2 Tntrod. to the text in B. S. S. and Bhandarkar Rep, 
1687-91, p. lxvif. 
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who lived very probably in the 12 th century 1 ; but 
Vidviidhura's allusion in the same context to the 

v 

poet Harihara 3 , who is said by him to have obtained 
amazing wealth trout a prince Arjnna (presumably 
the ruler of Mala va ot that name), puts this termi- 
nus a little lower at the first quarter of the 1 .°,th 
century. The EkZwall , in its turn, is quoted by 
Singabhupala 3 . whosie date is fixed at Id 30 A. I). : 
while Mallinatha, at the end of the 14th century, 
commented upon it. The internal evidence of the 
text, therefore, assigns it to a period between the 
first quarter of the 13th and the first quarter of the 
1 fth century. 

This approximation iias been considerably narrow- 
ed down to the end of the 13th and the begin- 
ning of the 14th century by the identification of 
king Narasunba of Kaliuga, panegyrised in the illus- 
trative verses of the work, with Narasimha II of 
Kalihoa, whose dates fall between 1280 and 1314*. 
The patron of our author is described as one who 
crushed the pride of Hammtra (pp. 176, 177, 257, 
260), who is probably the famous Cauhan prince, the 
hero of Nayacandra Siiri’s poem 4 , who l>egan his 

1 See Buhler in JR AS Bom. x. p. 3 if, xi. p. 27gf ; 
K. T. Telang in IA ii p. 7 h id 8if : Buhler. Rep. 1874-75, p. 8. 

2 See Trivedi’s note at p. 348 . , . 

3 Rasa r nava-sudhu k aro p. 107 — Ekav. i 2. Cf SgS i 
p, 7f. This verse occurs however as the third prmasti- 
btokam the printed text of Bilhana’s Karp^mndan (ed. 
KfteyafflSla 7> 1895, p. 56). 

4 See ed. Ktrtane v ?6, also p. 27; Bhandarfcar .op, 
cit . p. lxvii f. 
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reign about. 1283 A. !>.. and attempted .a conquest 
of Southern countries. All this makes it probable 
that the EkavaM was composed towards the end of 
the 13th and the beginning of the 14th century. 

( 2 ) 


The date of Mallinatha, author ot the Tara/a 
commentary on the EkavaM, has also been fixed 
at the end of the I4>th century by Bhandarkar and 
Trivedl 1 . He must have written his commentary 
after a certain time had elapsed from the composi- 
tion of the original text ; for from si. 6 it appears 
that the EkavaM was not studied for some time 
because it had no commentaries. He is identical 
with Kolacala Mallinatha Suri (Pedda Bhatta) who 
is the well-known scholiast and commentator on the 
five standard mahakavyas of Kalidasa, Bharavi, Bhatti 
and Magha, in some of which he quotes from the 
Ekavali itself. 


Bibliography 

Edition, ed. K. P. Trivedt in the Bombay San.sk. Series 63, 
1903, with the Tarala of Mallinatha and introd. 
and notes. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 75a, ii r+b ; Madras Cat. 12801. 

I Bhandarkar, Rep. 1887-91 p. lxix ; Trivedl, introd, to 
Bhatti pp. xxiv-xxviii, introd. to EkOLvall p. xxviif ; Pa$hak, 
introd. to Meghaduta pp. 11-12 ; Nandargikar, introd. to 
Ragku pp. 1-6, esp. pp. 5-6. Aufrecht in Bod. Cat. 113a states 
that Mallinatha flourished after the tSth century, on which 
see Bhandarkar, pref. to Malafismadhava p. xx. 



XXIII VIDYANATHA AMI) KUMAKASVAMIN 

( i ) 


The latest writer that Vidyanatha cites is 
Ruyyaka (pp. 291 , 8 : 14 ), whose lost work Sahitya- 
mimarpsa is also apparently referred to at p. 11. 
Vidyanatha, in his turn, is quoted extensively but 
anonymously for definitions of poetic figures by 
Mallinatha in the latter's many commentaries on 
the different, kavycts 1 . 

This gives us the same broad limits to his dat< 
as to that of Vidyadhara ; and other considerations 
make it probable that he was contemporaneous with 
the latter. The Prataparudra-yaso-bhmana of 
Vidyanatha was .written, like the JEkdvall, with the 
« *bvious object of panegyrising the king whose name 
it bears on its title. All the illustrative verses in 
the work eulogise the same king (also called 
Vfrarudra or Rudra), who is described as the son 
of Mahadeva and Munmudi or Mummadamba (pp. 
12, 13, 16, 17, 133) ; and a short drama, named 
Pratapa-kalyana 2 after hkn, is introduced in the 
third chapter to illustrate the characteristics of 
a drama, discussed in the work itself. He is described 

1 For the quotations, see Trivedt’s introd. to the text 
p. ix. 

2 separately entered by Aufrecht i 349a and published 
in the Granthamala vol. i. 
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as a kukatiya king 1 whose capital was Ekasilji-nngara 
ill the Triliiiga or Andhra country, and who is said 
to have vanquished, among other kings, the princes 
of the Yftdava family. All these and other details 
have led Trivedi to identity Vidyanatha’s patron 
with Prataparudra, the seventh kcikaiiya king ot 
Kkasila or Orangal, whose inscriptions date between 
1298 and 1317 A.I3. 9 , and who is placed hy Sewell 
hetween 1295 and 1323 A.D., and by Sesagiri &asl ri 
hetween 12GR and 1319 A.D. 3 The Yadava king 
referred to, therefore, seems to he Ramacandrn. 
sixth ruler of the Yadavas of Devagi ri, whose dates 
are 1271 to 1309 A.D. 4 We may, therefore, assign 
Vidyanatha approximately towards the end of the 
13th and the beginning of the 14th century. 

( * ) 

Vidyanatha’’ s commentator Kumarasvamin des- 
cribes himself as the son of Kolaeala Mallinatha. 
the well-known commentator and author of Taredii 
on the Ekmal i. He may, therefore, be placed in 
the beginning of the 15th century. The title of his 
commentary Batndpana,, (wrongly called Matndrpcma 
by Eggeling, op. cit. p. • 338b, following Burnell 

1 so called, as the Ratndpana explains (p. io, also 
Ratnam.ua p. 485) from the goddess Kakati he worshipped. 

2 Eggeling ( TOC ui p. 338) gives the dates 1398 and 
1317 . 

3 See Trivedi, introd. pp. xvi-xxii. The correct dates 
appear to be 1298 and 1323 A. D. 

4 Bhandarkar, Early Hist, p, 92. 
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06 b) signifies, as lie himself explains, a market-place 
where are sold jewels of poetic sentiments, collected 
together by Vidyanatha alter they have been 
fashioned on the grindstone furnished by the merits 
of tile hero. 

The quotations in the Itatudpaua are numerous and 
include, besides other well-known names, the ftriigdra- 
/j i -aJcma oi Bhoja, the Ekdcali, the Sahitya-darpana 
(p. 24a), Cakravartiu and his 0 tictyijwaui commentary 
on Kuyyaks, Siugablmpaln and his Rasdrnava- 
*udhdkara t the author’s own father Mallinatha and 
brother Peddayilrya, Bhalia Gopala and Narahari 
Silri. There are numerous references to a xvork on 
rasa, called Bhiwa-prakdsa, a MS of xvhich recently' 
acquired by the Madras Oriental Library, makes it 
out to be an epitome of Bhojas larger Spngdra- 
prakma and gives the name of the author as 
Haradatauaya (q.v). Mention is also made of Vasanta- 
rajlya Natya-sastra, its author Vasantaraja (q.v.) 
being apparently the king of Kumaragiri of the same 
name, who xvas a patron of Katayavema. A Kavikalpa- 
druma-kara is also cited at p. 170, but this is a 
work on grammar ( dhatupdtha ) by Vopadeva. We 
know nothing of the Ndtaka-prakma cited at p. 113. 
The Rasa-airupaua may be by Narahari Siiri, and 
the Sdhi tya- ci ntamaiii is probably the work of the 
same name composed bv Vlranarayana (q.v.) 1 . 

There is another commentary, called Matna-mna , 
included in the Bombay edition of the text. 

i For these authors, see the chapter on Minor Writers 
below. 
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(Ratnapana) ; SCC vii 32 ; Madras Trm A 241 : 
Madras Cat. 12902-9 14. MSS of the Ratnapana 
Madras Cat . 129 1 5-19. 



XXIV VISVANATHA 


(i) 

Visvanatha never cites Ruyyaka (as well 
Mammata) by natne ; but, like Vidyadhara and 
Vidyanatha, he draws very considerably upon the 
works ot both. He adopts, for instance, the 
definitions of the figures upanieyopama and bliranti- 
man directly from Ruyyaka, and admits the two 
figures vikalpa and vicitra which, both Ruyyaka and 
Jayaratha inform us, were inventions of Ruyyaka’s 1 . 
It is quite possible, as Kane holds 2 , that the 
censorious glancing on Mammata’s text, reproved by 
Visvanatha {ad ii 14, p. 57), refers in particular to 
Ruyyaka’s °Samketa commentary where the latter 
criticises Mammata on the particular point under 
discussion. But a surer indication of Visvanatha’s 
acquaintance with Ruyyaka’s works is given by his 
quotation of the verse blmj ahga-kun/lall- vyakta 0 at 
p. 445 {ad x 2), which Ruyyaka himself cites (p. Hi) 
as his own from the orikantha-stava. Visvanatha 
quotes two other writers who, in all probability, 
belong to this century, viz., Jayadeva, author of 

1 For other instances, where Visvanatha is following or 
criticising Ruyyaka, see Kane's ed. of the text, the introd. 
and notes. 

2 Kane, op. cit. p. 24. Addenda. , 

30 
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the Gita-gooiuda 1 , and Srlharsa, author ot the 
Nahsadha* . Again, the liaj a-taraiigiiii iv 441 is 
quoted in our text at p. 529, ad x 57a (possibly in- 
directly through Ruyyaka p. 93) ; but this work ot 
Kalhajgia’s was not completed till the middle of the 
12th century. All this will roughly fix one terminus 
to the date of Visvauatha, who cannot thus be placed 
earlier than the end of the 12th or the beginning of 
the 13th century. 

The other more or less terminal date is given by 
the date of a MS of the Sahitya-davpana , discovered 
by Stein at Jammu, which was written in sanivat 
1440=1384 A.D. 3 This certainly negatives the date 
(viz. the middle ol the 15th century) assigned by 
Weber 4 , Eggeling 5 and Haricand Sastri 6 , the last 

1 The vers ehrdi vmiiata quoted by Visvauatha at p. 
506 (ad x 39) occurs in the Glta-govinda , ed. N. S. P. iii 11, 
p. 58. It is also ascribed to Jayadevu by Sartigadhara (no. 
3460) and Vallabhadeva (no. 1314). Biihler and Peterson 
assign (Kashmir Rep . p. 64 and Bubkas 0 p 38) 1 1 16 A. D. 
as the date of Jayadcva, while liaraprasada Sastri gives 
the date 1175 A. D. (Notices , 2nd. Ser., p. xxxviii). Jaya 1 
deva, however, is said to have been cited by Candkavi, who 
wrote his epic on Prthvlraja of Delhi towards the end of the 
1 2th century (but see WZKM vii 189 ; JRASBom xi 283). 
Visvauatha also refers to LaUika-mclaka (p. 176, ad iii 219) 
of Saukhadhara, which also belongs to this century. 

2 p. 526, ad x . 54 (hauumadiulyai 0 ) — Nai»adha ix 122b ; 
p. 520, ad x 50 ( dhauydsi vaidarbhi) — ibid iii 116. For 
the date of Srlharsa see above p. 277, fn. 1 

3 Jammu Cat. p. 64, no. 349. 

4 Hist, of Sansk. Lit. p. 231, n. 244. (Eng. trans. 1904). 

3 IOC iii p. 337. 6 op. cit. p. 115. . * , 
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ol whom makes the unfortunate mistake of identify- 
ing Candldasa, referred to as a relative by Visva- 
natha, with Candldasa, the Bengali poet of the 
15th century. It may be noted that Kumarasvamin, 
at the beginning of the 15th century, names and 
quotes (pp. 245, 248) the Sahitya-darpana (iii 146a, 
147 and 150). 

All this raises the most likely presumption that 
Vhsvanatha should ho assigned to a period ranging 
roughly from 1200 to 1350 A. D. This approxima- 
tion can be considerably narrowed down if we can 
draw any chronological inference from a verse in 
the Sahitya-darpana (ad iv 14, p. 232) which 
refers to a Muhammadan king named AllSvadina 1 2 . 
This Allavadlna or Alavadfna Q may probably be 
Sultan 3 ’Alau-d-diu /i^aljl, whose army invaded 
the Deccan and seized Orangal. Even if we suppose 
that the verse in question was composed in the 
life-time of that Sultan, who died in 1315 A. D., 
the S&hitya-darpana may be presumed to have 
been composed at a date not earlier than 1300 A. D. 
At any rate, if this historical deduction is permis- 
sible, we may assign Visvanatha to a period between 

1 sand/mu sarvasva-haranam vigrahe prana- nigra hair 
al(l)avad%na-nrpatau na sandhn - na ca vigrahah. 

2 We find both these forms of the name in two in- 
scriptions, see JASB xliii p. 108 and Bhavanagar inscription 
1 1 4 = Praclna-lekha-mula ii 28. In Harsaklrti’s Datupatha 
this king is referred to as Allavadi (Bhandarkar Rep. 1882- 

*£ 3 . P- 43)- 

3 The sanskritised form of this word suratrana occurs 
at p. 509 (ad x 42). 
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1300 and 1360 A. D., or roughly in the first half of 
the 14th century 1 . 


( 2 ) 

Visvanatha describes himself as the son of maha- 
kavi Candrasekhara (p. 583, concluding verses), 
who appears, like his son, to have been a poet anti 
a scholar 2 , as .well as a high official 3 in the court 
of some king, probably king of Kalinga. Narayana, 
who appears to have written also on some topics of 
Poetics, is either his grandfather or great-great- 
grandfather ; for in his commentary on the Kavya- 
prahasa, Visvanatha speaks of Narayana as asmat- 
pitamaha, while in his Sahitya-darpaiia (p. 73, ad 
iii 4a), the same person is called asmat-vrddhapita- 
maha. * Candidasa, apparently the author of the 
°Dipika commentary on Mammata, is also quoted 
and described as a relative, having been the younger 
brother of Visvanatha’s grandfather (p. 420, ad vii 
31a) 4 . 

1 Cf Kane op. at. introd. p. vi ; M. Cakravarti in JASB 
lxxii (1903). p- N.S. ii, 1906, p. i 6 ^n ; Keith in JRAS , 
1911, pp. 848f ; Sten Konow, Ind. Drama p. 3. 

2 His verses cited at pp. 58, 116, 170, 174, while his 
works, called Puspamala and 'Bhamrnava, referred to at pp. 
263 and 316 respectively. 

3 Both are described as sa ndhivigrahika-mahapHtra. 

4 Visvanatha cites one Purusottama (p. 440, ad ix 4a). 
A work called Kavitdvatara is attributed to one Purusottafha 
in Burnell 54a. 




VTSVANATITA 


237 


Visvanatha appears to have written a number 
of works, besides his well-known Sahitya-darpaqa • 
for in it he himself refers to his own productions, 
viz., 

(1) Rdghava-vildsa-kavya {ad vi 325a, p. 355). 

(2) Kuvalaydsva-carita in Prakrit {ad vi 326, 
p. 356). 

(3) Prabhdvatl-] >a Hi) ay a {ad vi *182b, p. 320), 
also referred to in his commentary on Mammata 
ch. vii. 

(4) Prasasti-ratndvaU in 16 languages, a karaijt- 
hhaka {ad vi 337 b, p. 358). 

(5) Candrahala {ad vi 183a and 184, p. 320-1), 
a ndtikd. 

He #lso wrote a commentary called Kfwyapra- 
kcUia-darpana on Mammal a’s work ; but this was 
probably composed after lie had written his 
larger independent work on Poetics ; for in it 
he himself refers, while commenting on Jaksand 
(ch. ii), to the latter, work 1 . In the Sdhitya- 
darpana itself he draws very considerably upon 
Mammata j and although at the beginning of this 
work, he quotes and criticises at some length 
Mammata’s definition of poetry, he distinctly 
reproves all irreverent criticism of this venerable 
writer, who is declared tfo be his own upajwya (ad 
ii 14 p. 57). In this commentary Visvanatha refers 
to a Narashnha-vij aya-kdvya by himself. 

i • eqam ca sotlasanam laksana-bhedanam tha darhitany- 
udahatanmi mama sahitya-darpandvagantavyani. Also 
'on “ figure anumana (ch, \) : tad uktam matk>-ie sahitya- 
darpane. 
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It is not clear on what grounds Weber and 
Eggeling 1 state that the S ahitya-dcirpana was 
composed “on the banks of the Brahmaputra', i. e. 
in Eastern Bengal. It appears on the contrary 
that Visvanatha was probably a native of Kaliiiga, 
which we may take at this date to have been co- 
extensive roughly with Orissa and Gaujam. in 
his commentary on Mammata, he explains .certain 
expression with Oriya equivalents 2 • and speaking 
ot his ancestor Narayana, he refers to king Nara- 
simha-deva of Kalihga. (presuinably Narasimha iJ, 
about 1279-1:308), at whose court Narayana van- 
quished one Dharmadatta 3 , who is also referred 
to in the Sahitya-darpam at pp. 73, 79 4 . It is 
probabl 3 T in praise ot one ot the Narasimlms of 
Kalihga that Vtsvauatha’s lost poem Aarasimhcir 
vijaya was written. 


1 Cf also Macdonell, Sansk. Lit. .p. 454 ; SCC vii no. 
53 . P- 33 - 

2 ‘‘vaiparltyaiii rucim kuru" iti pat kali, atra cinku- 
padaiih kahniradi-bhanayum ahliblrtha-bodhaka m , utkaladi- 
bhazayum dhrta-vaiylaka-drava iti, on Mammata v p. 238 (ed. 
Jhalaklkara 1917). 

3 cited also in the Rusa-pradipa of Prabhakara, son 
of fihatfca Madhava .(Weber i 823), in which the Sihitya- 
darpana is also quoted. Prabhakara’s work was composed 
in 1583 A.D. 

4 pad abuk sri-kaliibga-bhUnMMlalakhaivdala-niahar’iipl- 
dhira/a-srlnarashn/tasabhayam dharmadatta m sthagayantnh 

sakoia-sahrdaya-gostM-garistha-kavi-panclitixsmat-pitamaha-furl- 
man-niriyaiutdasa-padah, etc. 
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( 3 ) 

The commentaries on Visvanatlia are not so 
numerous or important as to deserve any special 
enumeration. Of the four commentaries mentioned 
helow, that of Ramaoaraiia Tarkavagisa, dated in 
#aka 1023 = 1701 A.D., has been frequently printed 
with the text. 

Bibliography 

Editions. Published frequently in Calcutta, of which ed. (I) 
by Nathurama, 1828, and (2) by Rber in Bibl. 
Lndica 1851, are notable. The latter does not 
contain the comm, of Ramacarana. Also eds. (1) 
with Ramacarana’ s comm, by Candlcarana Smrti- 
bhusana, Calcutta B. S. 1318 (2) Benares 1882 
(3) Calicut 1886 (4) N. S. P. 1902, 1915 (5) by 
Kane fell, i, ii, x) with introd. and notes, Bombay 
1910 (the commentary is not given). Translated 
into English by Ballantyne and P. D. Mitra 1875, 
Bibl. lndica. Our* references are to the N. S. P. 
ed. of 1915 by Durgaprasada Dviveda, unless 
otherwise specified. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 715b, ii 171a, 233b, iii 148a; SCC vii 
53, 56, 57 ; Madras Trm B 443 ; KBod 510 ; 
SCB 2235. 

Commentaries. (1) 0 Locana by. Anantadasa, son ofVisva- 

natha, a MS of which is dated 1636 A. D. Aufrecht 
ii 171a. 

(2) °fippana by Mathuraiiathu Sukla, § a 
voluminous writer, under whose name Aufrecht 
makes more than 64 entries. Apparently the 
same person as Mathuranatha Sukla, a native 
of I’ai-ahputra in M a lava, who wrote at Ijenares 
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in 1783 A.D, the fyotih-siddhanta-sara by order of 

* 

prince Dalacandra (but see Aufrecht i 422-23). 
One Mathuranatha was also author of a comm, 
on Kuvttlayananda, and may have been the same 
person. Aufrecht i 715b. 

(3) 0 Vivrti by Ramacarana Tarkavagisa, 
a native of Western Bengal, who dates his comm- 
entary in 1701 A. D. Aufrecht i 716a, ii 171a, iii 
148a; Madras Cat. 12969; SCC vii 50-52. Fre- 
quently printed with the text in Bengal editions. 
Also in N. S. P. ed. 1915. 

(4) w Prabka by Gopinatha. Madras Trtn 
C 712. Gopinatha is also the author of the 
Sumanomanohara comm, on Mammata. See above 
p. 186. He is probably identical with Gopinatha 
Kaviraja who composed, among other works, a 
commentary on the Raghuvaima in 1677 A.D. 
(sec Aufrecht i 163b). 



XXV LATER WRITERS ON RASA 

( i ) 

&ARADAT AN AY A 

Saradatanaya, author of the Bhava-prakasa or 
Bhaoa-prakmika, appears to have been a popular 
writer on the rasas and bhavas, who is quoted exten- 
sively by Kumarasvamiu 1 , and in the Kamadheuu on 
Vamana 2 , as well as by commentators like Rahga- 
natha 3 and Vasudeva 4 . He is described as the son 
of B hat fa Gopala and grandson of Krsna, and great- 
grandson of Lakstuana of the Kasyapa-gotra who 
is said to have been a .resident of Mafc&rapujya village 
in the Meruttara country of the Aryavarta, and to have 
written a comrhentarv on the Vedas, called the Veda- 
bhusana. The author was so named, because he was 
considered to have been born by the grace of Sarada, 
worshipped in Benares. The author learnt natya- 
sastra from Divakara, and says that he is following 
Abhinavagupt&earya ; but his work in some parts 
is in reality a condensed epitome chiefly of Bhoja's 
Sfhgara-prakasa, which it cites and practically sum- 
marises. This fact will place Saradatanay a chro- 
nologically later than Bhoja ; and the citation of the 

i* pp. 12, 15, 44, 68, 102, 106, 118, >121, 127, 129, 139, 
143, 145, 219, 223 etc. 

2 e.g. on I 3. 30. 

3 on VikramcP , ed. N. S. P. 1885 > p» to* 

4 on Karpu ra-mafif , ed. N. S. P. 1900, pp. 5/7, etc. 

31 
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Bhava-prakasa by ^irigabhupala (pp. 20, 139, 169, 202 
etc) will fix its other terminus at 1330 A.D. We may, 
therefore, assign our author roughly to the period 
between 1100 and 1300 A.D. 

$aradatanaya cites Kohala, Matrgupta and Suban- 
dhu as writers on the dramatic art. The work con- 
sists of ten adhikftras as follows : 1 and 2 Bhava 3 
Avantara-bhavabheda-svarupa 4 Snigilralambana- 
nayakadi-svarupa 5 Nayaka-bhedavastha-rasa-bhava- 
vikara 6 ^abdartha-sambandha-bheda-prakara 7 
Natyetivrttadi-laksana 8 Dasarupaka-laksaiia 9 Nrtya- 
bheda-svarupa-laksana 10 Natya-prayoga-bheda-pra- 
kara. 

MS^. Madras Cat. 1 3010 (extract]. Also noticed in the 
Rcpt. of the Peripatetic Party of the Madras Oriental Library 
1916-19. A Phavaprakaiika-vyakhya is entered in Peterson 
iv App. p. 18, n©. 514 (incomplete). Also see Aufrecht i 
407b, ii 93a and 93b. 


( 2 ) 


SIAGABHUPALA 


^ingabhupala, whose name is also given as $ihga- 
dharaiiisa, Singaraja or Singaniahfpati (as well as 
in the Sanskrit forms of these name) has been 
identified by Sesagiri $astri with Singama NSyadu, 
raja of Venkatagiri, who ruled, on the authority of 
a biographical sketch of the Rajas of Venkatagiri, at 
about 1330 A.D 1 . This date is probable, as Malli- 
natha(ou Kumdra i 25, iti hhupdlah *= Jtdsdrm 0 i 181), 

1 For details see Sg> S i pp. 7-1 1 , ulso introd. to Trivandrum 
ed. of the Rasdriiava 0 . 



LATER WRITERS ON RASA 243 

as well as Kumarasvamin, quotes our author. The 
introductory verses of the Basdrnava-sudhdkara, 
attributed to this South Indian prince, show that he 
belonged to the Recarla dynasty, who ruled over the 
country lying between the* Vindhyas and Srisaila, of 
which Rajacalam ( Racak onda) was the hereditary 
capital. He was the son of Ananta (or Anapota) and 
Annamamba, while his grandfather and great-gFand- 
father were respectively named $ihgaprabhu (or 
Sitigama Nayaka) and Yacaina Nay aka. Our author 
was, like Hemacandra, called sarvajua on account of 
his great knowledge, and was a patron of letters 1 . 

The Basdrnava 0 appears to be mainly based on 
previous works like Bhoja’s $rhga,ra-prakMa and 
Saradatanaya’s JBhava-prakasa, although it draws 
directly on Bharata, Rudrabhatta, the DasarTipaka 
and other authors and works on rasa and dramaturgy. 
The author Sihgabhupala is in the third person 
throughout the work. We have a large number of 
dramas actually quoted or cited for illustration, 
among which may be noted Anargha-raghava (pp. 72, 
83, 261, 266, 274), Prasanna-rdghava (pp. 258, 277), 
Dhananjaya-vijaya-oydyoga 2 (p. 287) Abhirdma- 

rdghava 3 ( anapota- nay akiy a pp. 119, 243, 265, 273, 

1 loc. cit. p. g. A poem in 8 cantos called Camatkara- 
candrika or Simhabhup~da-k%rti-sudha-sara-b%tal~<, was written, 
with a view to illustrate the principles of rhetoric, by Visves- 
vara Kavicandra, panegyrising our prince who is called here- 
sarvaj'fia. ( IOC vii p. 1 507 )- 

2 By Kancana, son of Narayana, in Aufrecht i 266b (ed. 
Kavyamala 54, 1895). 

3 A drama of this name was written by Manika in 
Nepal in 1390 A,D. (Levi 268). 
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275), Madhavl-mthika (p. 290), Mdgakurangika- 

ihdmrga (p. 298), Padmdvati (pp. 263, 266), Kdma- 

datta 1 (p. 285), llamdnanda (pp. 248, 255, 269), 
Karumkatidala-anka (pp. 163, 197, 198, 286), 

Vlrabhadra-vijpmbhana-dima (pp. 272, 274, 276, 278, 
298), Mahesvardnanda (p. 275), Anandakosa-praha- 
sana (pp. 40, 41, 278, 291, 297), Sriigdra-manjarl 
bhdm 2 (p. 288), Payodhimathana-samavakara (p. 
290), Kandarpa-sarvasva by himself (p. 151), Vird- 
nauda (pp. 159, 160) and Prabodlm-candrodaya (pp. 
265, 291). 

Sihgabhupala also appears to have written a 
Nataka-paribhdsa, which topic is also treated briefly 
at the end of his Basdrnava 0 . The works of Singa- 
bhupala and ^aradatanaya deal incidentally with 
Dramaturgy. 

Editions. Rasdrnava 0 . (i) by Sarasvatlsesa Sastrl, Venka- 
tagiri 1895 (2) by T. Ganapati Sastrl in the Trivandrum 
Sansk. Series, 1916. 

MSS. Rasdrnava 0 . Aufrecht i 497a, ii 116b, iii 106a; 
Madras Trm B 369, p. 507 (c), 402 (b), C 667 ; Madras Cat. 
12945-49 ; Sgd i 56, p. 91. The Singibh apallya Alamkdra 
in Rice 288 and Oppert i 2462, ii 2104 probably means this 
work. Nataka-paribhd* d in Aufrecht i 284b, 791a. 

1 This little known work is also alluded to in the Padma- 
pnt bhrtaka-bh ana (ed. Madras 1922), ascribed to f§udraka. 
According to the editors of this bhana (Pref. p. iv), the Kdma- 
datta was a prakarna composed by &udraka himself. This 
bhana is quoted anonymously by Hemacandra (p. 198, 1. 12). 

2 A Srngara-mafijarl-bha na by Gopalaraya, son of 
Jakkula Vehktendra and Vlranamba, is mentioned in Hultzsch 
i extract p. 77 (no. 385), also p. x. 
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( 3 ) 

BHANUDATTA 

Bhanudatta 1 is notable for Ids two popular works 
on the subject of ndyaka-nayika and the rasas, called 
the Rasa-mahjarl and the Jlasa-tarangim. In the 
latter work, the author excuses himself 2 3 4 fro*in giving 
further details about a certain point, because, he says, 
,they are already given in his R asa -many art, which 
was, therefore, the earlier composition. . Besides 
some verses from Bharata and Rudra’s feriigara-tilaka 
and a verse from the Dhvanydl oka 3 , Bhanudatta cites 
a work called the Rasa-rat na-dijriku* , which is appa- 
rently the same work as quoted by Ratnakantha in 
his commentary on Mammata 5 . These citations, 
however, give us no clue to his exact date. 

1 The form Bhiinukara of this name is given by f^esa 
Cintamaniks 0 Parhnala, Gopala’s 0 Vikas a and Rahgasayin’s 
0 Amo da commentaries. The title misra is also appended 
sometimes to the name. 

2 bahavo bheda's ca rasatnanjaryam viscmto darsitah, iha 
punar vistara-bhiya na pradarsyanta iti, ed. Granthamiila, p. 
35 ; ed. Regnaud, p. 57, 1. 32. 

3 The verse anaucityad rte in DhvaP p. 145 is cited with 
the remark tatra p rachna-g rant hakr tali, implying that Bhanu 
was much younger than Anandavardhana, in whose v tti the 
verse occurs. 

4 in Rasa-tarafig 0 ed. Granthamala ad i 31, ed. Regnaud, 
p- 44. 1 32- 

5 Peterson ii 17. An incomplete MS of a work called 
by this name is entered in Bhandarkar, Rep. 1884-87, no. 533, 
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A lyrical poem, called the GUa-gaurUct or Glta- 
gauripati in ten cantos, published in the Granthamillil 
1887-88, also professes to have been composed by 
Bhiinudatta, who is probably identical with our 
author 1 . -As indicated by their respective writings, 
both the authors are saioas, and both possess poetical 
pretensions. Our Bhiinudatta gives the name of his 
father as Ganesvara 2 , Ganapatinatha 3 or Gananatha 1 , 
while the author of the lyric describes himself as the 
son of Ganapati or Gananatha 5 . There are also a few, 
verses in the two works of our Bhiinudatta which 
also occur Jli the lyric. Thus the maiigala-ve rse 
of the llasamahj an ( atmlyam caranam) — Gita-gaii- 
rtsa ii p. 90 ; akaroh kimu netra 0 in llasa-niaiijari 
51 = Gita-gaurisa ii p. 14; pranesasya prabhavati in 
Basa-tarangim iv p. 40 ed. Granthamala = Glta- 
gaarUa ii p. 77. As the Gita-gaurUa is not a mere 
compilation in which we may expect verses from other 
writers, the presence of verses in it from the two 

— v “ 

where the name of the author is given as Allaraja, which 
occurs as Maharaja in Biibler Rep . 1874-75, no. 19, p. 16. 

1 Aufrecht apparently distinguished the two authors at 
first by separate entries under their name (i 405), but later 
on (i 793) he states that the author of the lyric “ is most 
likely identical With the writer of the Rasa-tar aiiginl.” (MS 
described in IOC vii pp. 1443-45). 

2 Rasa-man ,/°. 168. 

3 Rasa-tarahg 0 ed Regnaud p. 66, col.; also Weber 824. 

4 in MSS of Rasa-tarahg 0 noticed in ALeip 835, Weber 
1726. 

5 kavi-gananatha-sutasya kaver iti vacanam tri-jagati 
ihanyam, ii p. 50 ; krta-hara-vinayo ganapati-tanayo nigadati 
hita-karanam ii p. 58. 
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works of Bhanudatta can bo reasonably explained by a 
presumption of common authorship of the three works. 

The Glta-gaurisa appears to have been modelled 
on Jayadeva’s Gtta-gomnda which, like Kalidasa’s 
Meghaduta, gave birth to numerous imitations in 
later times 1 . Even a cursory examination of these 
two works will show the close connexion between 
them ; and it is remarkable that not Only the general 
scheme, but even the verses in some chapters of 
Bhanudatta’s poem correspond in metre with those 
of Jayadeva’s. Thus 

Jayadeva 

pralaya-payodhi-jale dhrtavccn asi vedcmi 
vihita-vahitra-caritram akhedam 
kesava dhpia-mlnamrlra, jay a jagadlsa hare 
and Bhanudatta 

bhramsi jdgati sakale pratilavam avisesam 
samayitum iva jana-khedam asesam 
pnrahara kfta-maruta-oem , jay a blmvanddhipate. 
Again, Jayadeva 

nibhrta-mkmja-grhaui gataya nisi rahasi u Ulya 

vasantam 

r e.g. the Glta-gahgadhara by Kalyana, the Glta-girlm 
by Rama, the Glta-digambam by Vamsamani {HPS i 18) 
the Glta-raghava by Prabhakara, son of Bhudhara, dated 
sanwat 1674 (Bhandarkar Reg. 1882-83 p. 9). A Glta-raghava 
by Harisamkara is mentioned in HPS ii no. 53. See also 
Rama-gl ta-govinda ( IOC vii p. 1480) characterised by Eggel- 
ing 'as “a weak imitation of Jayadeva’s Glta-govinda ” but 
attributed to Jayadeva. Eggeling quotes from Garcin de Tassy 
about such passing off of imitations of Glta-govinda for that 
of Jayadeva. Cf Pischel,ZbV Hofdichterdes Laksmanasma p. 23. 
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Qgkita-v ilokit as aka la-d isd ratA-rabhasa-rase na 

hasantam 

sakhi he kesi-mathanam udaram 

ramciya may a saha madaua-maaoratha-bhavitaya 

savikdram 

and Bhanudatta 

abhinava-yauvana-bhusitaya da ra-ta ralit a- loc a na - 
• . taram 

k iheid- itdahci ta -vi has i ta yd calal-avirala-pnlaka- 

vikdsam 

sakhi he sahkaram udita-vildsarn 

saha sahgamaya maya natayd ratl-kautuka-darsita- 

hdsam. 

These two extracts, taken at random, will show how 
close the imitation is. We may presume reasonably 
from this that Bhanudatta’ s work was written some 
time after Jayadeva’s lyric had achieved sufficient 
literary reputation to be thus imitated. Whether 
we place Jayadeva in the first or second half of the 
12th century, Bhanudatta cannot be put earlier than 
that century, and this conclusion gives us one termi- 
nus to his date. 

The other terminus is furnished by the date of 
one the commentaries on the Rasa- man j art, called 
the Rasamahjan-vikdsa (or vildsa) by Gopala (alias 
Vopadeva), son of Nrsimha, which is expressly 
dated in 1128 A.D. 1 In the Sdriigadhara-paddhati, 

i Stein Jammu Cat. p. 63, corrected at p. 421, also p. 273. 
As to the date of this commentary and the era used, see below 
Bibliography. — Kumarasvamin, at the beginning of the 15th 
century, quotes (p. 280) the authority of a work called Rasa- 
manjafi to show that ■virahavipralambha is also termed 
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which was compiled about 1303 A.D., several verses 
are cited under the name oi‘ one Bhanu-paiidita (790, 
973, 1032, 1271, 3328, 3686), none of which, however, 
can be. traced in the known works of our author, 
Jalhana whose anthology was compiled about the 
middle of the 13th century, also quotes and ascribes 
to a Vaidya-bhauu-pandita as many as 18 verses, which 
are similarly untraceable, but two of which are also 
to be found under the same citation in the addhati 
(973 = 48a and 3328 =D5a). It may, however, be 
presumed that the author of the Rasa-mahjavl was 
not unknown at this period, and that in the antholo- 
gies the epithets oaidya and p audita were annexed to 
an earlier or later Blianu in order to distinguish 
him from our author, whose namesake he was*. 
If this inference is permissible, then we may place 
Bhanudatta earlier than the middle ot the 14th 
century, but later than tiie 12th, a closer approxima- 
tion than which cannot at present be made. 

In the last verse of the Rasa maiyari, Bhauudatta’s 
native country is given as Videha ( oidehOhah ) 2 or 

pranaya-nixna. It is net clear whether the reference is to 
Bhanudatta, for the dictum cannot be traced in his Rasa- 
manjari. 

1 In the Babhydlaitbkiiruaa ^ of Govindaji (Bhandarkar 
Rep. 1887-91 p. lxiii) we have selections from the poems of 
Bhanukara and Bhanu-pandita, by which obviously a distinc- 
tion, such as that apparently made by the compiler of the 
Paddhati, is meant between the two poets. 

2 In Madras ed. of 1872, as well' as in the MS noticed 
by Aufrecht [Bod. Cat. 213b) and Bhandarkar {Rep. 1883- 
84 p. 12), the reading is vidarbhabhuh, which is a mislection ; 

32 
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Mitliila, which agrees with Burnell’s description of 
Bhauudatta as a nativ T e of Mitliila. As a Maithill 
writer, it is not surpising that lie was acquainted with 
the Gaudlya Jayadeva’s well-known lyric, and tried to 
emulate it with a similar work on Siva and Gauri. 
In another work called Kumdra-bhftrgaviya 1 attribut- 
ed to Bhauudatta, the author is called the son of 
Ganapati or Gauanatha (apparently the same as our 
author), and his pedigree is given thus : Ratuesvara-v 
Suresvara (author of Sdrlraka bha,sya-vdrtlika)-y 
Yisvauatha— ►Raviua.tha — vBhav.matha — vMahadeva-v 
Ganapati— >Bhauuditta. Ganapati appears to have 
been a poet whose verses are quoted by Bhiinudutta 
himself in his llasa-taradgiin. One poet Ganapati 
is praised, in a verse ascribed to one Rajasekha ra in 
Jalhaua s anthology, as the author of the Jlakdtnoda. 
An Alatgk~tra-tilaka in five chapters and a Sgngdra- 
dipikd are also attributed apppareutly to our Bhatiu- 
datta. 


The commentaries on the two works of Bhauudatta, 
as detailed below, are numerous. Of these, the 
Naakd on Rasa-tar anginl by Gahgara.ni a Jadi, 
and the V yahgydrtha- kaumudl and 0 JPrakdsa on 
Rasa-mahjarl by Anauta B audita and Nagoji Bhatta 
respectively liavc been publislied. 


for the author represents the riv|j Ganges as flowing through 
his country, which is true of Videha and not of Vidarbha. Cf 
Weber ii no. 1726. The title mikra , often appended to 
Bhanudatta’s name, may indicate that he was a Maithill 
Brahmana, and that he was probably not a vaidya. 

i Aufrecht i 405, iii 88. See IOC s ii p. 1540. 
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Rasa-mahjari 

Editions. (1) Madras 1872, 1881 (2) with Vyaugyurtha- 
kaumudl of Ananta Pandita and °Prakasa of Nagoji Bhatta, 
Benares Sansk. Series 83, 1904 (3) by Vehkatucarya Sastrl 
Madras 1909. Our references are to the Benares ed. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 495a, ii 116a, 220a, iii 106a ; KBod 
507 ; SCB 684, 990, 1985 Madras Trm. C 680 ; Madras Cat. 

1 2933-40 : SCC 280. 

Commentaries. (1) Vyangya rtha-kaumtidl by Ananta Pandita, 
son of Tryainbaka Pandita (Timaji) and grandson 
of Balo Pandita, and great-grandson of Nllakanfha- 
pandita. His native place is Punyastambha ( l’un- 
tambem in Ahmednagar) on the Godavari. The 
comm, was written at Benares in samvat 1692= 163b 
A.D., at the request of Candrabhanu, son of Vfra- 
senadeva and grandson of Madhukara. The date 
of composition is specified in the concluding 
verse which is given in the India Office MS 
(Eggeling IOC iii p. 365), but omitted in the print- 
ed text. Ananta also wrote a Mndrarakxasa- 
p~t.rvap~d.hika (Mitra 1654), and a commentary on 
Govanlhana-saptamtl in 1645 A.D. (ed. Kavyamala 
1). MSS: Aufrecht i 495a, ii 116a, 220a, iii 106a ; 
SCB 2238; Madras Trm A 1132: Madras Cat. 

12943-44. 

(2) 0 Praka'm by Nagoji or Nagesa Bhat.ta, 
for whom see under Jagannatha. MSS : Aufrecht 

i 495b, ii 1 16a, 220a, iii # 106a. 

(3) 0 Parirnala by Sesa Cintamani, son of Sesa 
Nrsimha who wrote before 1675 A.D. Cintamani 
also wrote several other works including one on 
Prosody (Aufrecht 189a). MSS: Aufrecht i 495b, 

ii 11 6a, 220a, iii 106a. 

(4) 0 Vikasa (c>r 0 Vilasa) by Gopiila Acarya, 
alias Vopadeva of the Kaundinya-gotra, son of 
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Nrsimha and grandson of Gopala of Jabala-grama 
in the Maharastra country, and pupil of Menga- 
natha. The comm, is dated in samvat 1484= 1428 
A.D. MSS: Aufrecht ii 116a: SCB 1986. 4 t- 

dhara Bhandarkar points out (Rep. of Seco?id Tour 
1904-06, p. 36) that the date is 1494 and not 1484 
as given by Stein (extr. p. 273), but he thinks 
that it is oak a era, in which case the date of the 
commentary will be 1572 A.D. 

(5) Rasika-ra ujant by Gopala Bhafcta, son 
of Harivamsa Bhatfca Dravida. He also wrote 
a comm, on Rudra’s Sriig.til. There is also a com- 
mentator of the same name on Mammata. They 
may be all be identical. See above pp. 10 1, 186. 
MSS: Aufrecht i 495b, ii 116a, iii 106a. The 
commentary by Harivamsa Bhatfca in Oud/i Cat. 
xi 10 is probably a mistake for this comm, of his 
son. For Gopala’s other works see Aufrecht i 161. 

(6) Samaojasl or Vyangyartha-kanmudi by 
Visvesvara, son of Laksmldhara, for the whom 
see the chapter on Minor Writers below. MSS: 
Aufrecht i 495b, ii 1 16a, iii 106a. 

(7) °Amoda by Rahgasayin alias Gurijala- 
sayin, who is said to have studied under Maha- 
desika of Badhula-gotra and under his own 
paternal uncle Anantacarya, and who is described 
as the son of Dharmficarya of Cilukamari family. 
MSS: Oppert 3758; Madras Cat . 12941-42 (ex- 
tract) ; Madras Tvm A 802. 

(8) Vyangydrtha-dlflka by Ananda Sarman, 
son of Tryambaka. Aufrecht i 495a, ii 116a. 

(9) Bhanu-bhava-prakasini by Mahadeva. 
Madras Trm C 680. 

(10) Rasika-rahjana by Vrajaraja Dlksita, 
son of Kamaraja and father of Jlvaraja. North 
Western Pov. Cat. 1877-86, ii 120. See below 
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under Jlvaraja’s comm, on Rasa-taraiigin 7 Burnell 
wrongly enters Rasikaranjana as a commentary 
by “ the author of the text.” 

(11) Rasanwajari-sthu-la-tatparyCirtha. IOC 

543 - 


Rnsn-tarn iijiru 

Editions, (i) with Nauka of Gangarama Jadi, Benares 
1885 (2) Granthamfda ii 1887-88 (3) by Regnaud in his 
Rhetoriquc Sanskrits, Paris 1884. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 493b, ii 115b, 220a, iii 106a ; SCC vii 
39, 40, 41 ; KBod 506; WBod nCo; SCB 431, 991 ; Madras 
Cat. 12928-29. The Nava-rasa-taraiiginl in Oppert ii 3176 
is apparently this work. 

Commentaries. (1) 0 Nauka by Gangarama Jadi or Jadin. 

Madras Cat. 12930 (extract)-3i. This commentary is 
dated in 1732 A.D. Gangarama is also the author of 
an independent work called Rasa-nnnum s~i (ed. with 
Chilya, Benares 1885), in which he refers to his 
Nauka. Me was the son of Narayana, and pupil of 
Nllakantha, and also wrote two works on logic 
(see Aufrecht i 140). See on Minor Writers below. 

(2) Rasika-raTijan 1 by Venfdatta Tarka- 
vagisa Bhattdcarya, son of Viresvara and grandson 
of Laksmana. His commentary is dated in 1553 
A.D. Venldatta also wrote an independent work 
on Poetics called AlimMlr a-candro day a . See under 
Minor Writers. MSS: Aufrecht i 494b, ii 115b 
220a, iii 1 06a. 

(3) °Sstu or 0 Setubandha by Jivaraja, son of 
Vrajaraja Dlksita (see above under Rasa-man/ari). 
MSS : Aufrecht i 494b, ii 220a, iii 106a. The 
Rasa-sctn in Aufrecht i 494b is probably the same 
commentary. He was the great-grandson of Sama- 
raja Dlksita (q. v. under Minor Writers), who lived 
in the latter part of the 17th century. 
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(4) Rasvdadhi by Ganesa. Aufrecht i 494b. 

(?) Ras^dadhi by Mahadeva. Aufrecht i 

494b. 

(O) STihitya -sitdha or Kavya-sudha by 
Xemisaha, son of Bhlmasaha, described as maharaja - 
dhiraja . Aufrecht i 494b, iii 106a. 

( 7) NTitana-tan by Bhagavadbhafct'U. 
Aufrecht i 494b. 

(8) Comm* by Avodhyaprasada. Aufrecht 
i 494b. The author also commented on the Vrtta- 
vatn&kara . 

(9) Comm, by Dinakara or Dinakara. 
Aufrecht ii 1 1 8b. 

A commentary by Bhanudatta in Aufrecht 
i 494b is probably a mistake. 

A la m ka ra-tilaka 

Aufrecht i 32a, ii 6b, iii 7b. The name of the author is given 
as Bhannkara in Burnell 54a and Bhau Daji Catalogue. 
The work is in five paricchedas (Peterson vi App. p. 29). 

S' ay a ra-dlfrikii. 

Aufrecht i 66 la. ( = Oudh Cat . iii 12). 

( 4 ) 

Following upon these, we have innumerable works 
of a similar nature, which take rasa, especially 
sritgara, as its principal theme, and which were 
composed apparently with the purpose of guiding 
the poet with rules and illustrations in the composi- 
tion of erotic pieces so popular and profuse in Sanskrit 
literature. The most important of these works and 
their authors will be mentioned in the chapter 
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on Minor Writers. Some Vaisnava authors, like 
Rapa-gosva.ni in, however, attempt to bring vaisaaoa 
ideas to bear upon the general theme of poetic or 
dramatic rasa, and we shall, for convenience of treat- 
ment, take them in a group here. 

RUPA AND JlVA G08VA.M1X 

Rupa Gosviimin, son of Kumara and grandson of 
Mukunda, is the author of numerous vaisaaoa works, 
including the [Jjjvala- nilamaui. He is well known 
as a contemporary of Caitanya, the Yaisiiava re- 
former of Bengal, and must have, therefore, flourished 
towards the end of the 15 th and the first half of the 
lGth centurv. This date is confirmed bv the dates 

*' t / 

which some of his works bear. His Vidagdha- 
mtdkara was composed iu 15bo A.D. 1 ; while his 
Uikalika-oallari is dated in 1550 A.D.' 2 . 

The commentary Locana rocaiu was composed 
by his nephew Jiva Gosvamin, son of his brother 
Vallabha 3 . A tradition in Bengal gives mka 1445 

1 incorrectly given by Aufrecht as 1549 at i 572 {Cat. 
Bod. 145a), but corrected by himself at ii 126, 135. 

2 Mitra 3278. 

3 Eggeling {IOC ii 358) and Haraprasada Sastrl ( Notices 
i 33) ascribe it erroneously to Rupa’s brother Sanatana 
Gosvamin and Vallabha respectively, a niistakc which is 
prepetuated by Aufrecht i 62a, iii 14b. A similar confusion is 
made in Mitra ii p. 36, where the Ujjvala tfdatnam itself 
is ascribed to Jiva Gosvamin (H. P. Sastrl i no. 32). In the 
same way, the authorship of the Stava-mala has been vari- 
ously attributed to Rupa, Jiva {Proc. ASB 1865 p. 138) and 
Sanatana (Kaiilnatha Kunte, Rep. p. 32). 
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(= 1523 A.D.), and saka 1540 ( = 1618 A.D.) as the 
dates of his birth and death respectively. 

Rupa Gosvamin also appears to have written a 
treatise on Dramaturgy called Nat aka- candrikd, which 
is quoted in the commentary on the Vidagdha- 
madhava and in the Vaisnaoa-tusi/n. At the com- 
mencement of this work, Rupa Gosvamin states that 
in composing it he consulted the Bharata-sastra and 
llma-s udhdkara (the Rasdrnava-s udhdkara of 
Sihgabhupala ?), and rejected generally (i 2) the treat- 
ment of the Sdhitya-darpana as being opposed to 
Bharata’s views. The topics dealt with are (l) 
general characteristics of a drama (2) the hero 
(nayaka) (3) the divisions of a lupaka (nandi etc) (4) 
elements in the action (sandhi, pataka etc) and their 
classification (5) arthopaksepaka and its divisions 
(viskambhaka etc) (G) division of acts and scenes 
(7) distribution of dialects (bluisavidhatia) (8) styles 
of dramatic composition (vrtti) and their employment 
according to the rasa intended. The work 
is not a small one, and the illustrations, taken mostly 
from Vaisnava works, arc fairly minute and numer- 
ous. In his Ujjoala nUamani he gives illustrative 
verses from most of his own poetical and dramatic 
productions, such as Uddhaca-duia, Vidagdha- 
madhaoa, Ddnake li-k a a at ttdl and other works 1 . A 
llasdmrta-sesa is also attributed to Rupa. 

VISVANATHA CAKRAVARTIN 

Visvanatha Cakravartiu, who wrote the commen- 
tary, called Ana uda- candrikd or Ujjvala-nilamani- 
hiraua , lived at end of the 17th and the beginning 

l For a list of his works see Aufrecht i 533. 
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of the 18th century; for he composed a commentary 
called Sardrtha-darsim on the Bhdgavata in saka 
1626*= 1704 A.D., while his Ananda-caudrika is also 
dated in steka 1018 = 1096 A. 1). fie also wrote, 
besides several vaistiaoa works, a commentary on the 
Alwpk&ra-kamtubha of Kavikarnapura, mentioned 
below. 

KAVIKARNAPURA 

Kavikarnapura, alias Paramanauda-diisa Sena, 
described as the son of Sivananda Sena and 
pupil of Srlnatha, wrote a work called Jhsmkara 
k>.tmtubh<ij. The author was a well-known Vaisnava 
o{ Bengal belonging to the Vaidya family, and wrote 
several vaisnava, works. I f is dra ins Caitauga.- 
c<tn((rddttya, was composed in saka 1494= la72 A.D. \ 
and his father Sivananda was a disciple of Caitanya- 
deva. Mitra in his introduction to his edition of 
the drama (p. vi) says that Kavikarnapura was born 
in I .>24 A. Id. at Ivancanapalll ( Kahcdapada) in 
Nadiya. I Lis Gait) 'duya-g< tnu< (Aesa-dipika was composed 
in 1570 A. L) a . The Alanikara-hamtubha is composed 

1 The date is given in the verse: sake caturdaxa-'sate 
ravi vsji-yuktc j gauro harir dharani-mandala avirasit / 1 as min 
catur-navati-bhaji tadlya-llla-j grantho ’ yarn avirabhavat 
kalamasya vaktrat , which tells us # that Gaura-hari or Caitanya 
was born in kak a 1407, and that the drama, which deals with 
him, was written in saka 1494. Aufrecht is incorrect in stating 
that it was composed in 1543 A.D. (But see S ten Konow 
lnd. Drama p. 93 > section 104). 

2 HPS ii p. 50, as well as ALdp 72 1, reads sake vasu- 
graha-mite which gives 1576 or 1577 A.D: but IOC no. 2510 
reads mkc rasarasa milc which would give 1540 A.D. 

83 



258 


SANSKRIT POETICS 


in ten kiratias, as follows : I Kiivya-laksana 2 Sabdar- 
tha 3 Dhvaui 4 Gunibhuta-vyangya 5 Rasa- 
bhava-tadbheda 6 Guna 7 Sabdalainkara. 8 Arthii- 
lamkara 9 itlti 10 Dosa 1 . It is thus a more 
comprehensive work than Rupa Gosvatmu’s and the 
vaisfliavite proclivities are net so prominent ; init 
most of the illustrative verses are in praise of Krsijta 
and the subject-matter follows the Kttvya-prakma in 
treatment. The commentaries on this work are 
noticed below. 

KAVICANDRA 

Kavicandra. described as the son of Kavikarnapura 
an<l Kausalvii, and father of Kavibhusani and Kavi- 
vallabha, is perhaps the same as the poet quoted in the 
anthology called the PadydvaU* . He wrote, among 
other works, a Kavya-candrikd in 16 prakdsas dealing 
with ( L) kavyalaksaiia (2) sabda-sakti (3) rasa (4) blnlva 
(5) rasabheda (6) rasabhasa (7) kavya-bheda (8) prama- 
nauirupaiia (9) rlti (10) guna (11) sabdalainkara (12) 

1 For a detailed resume of its contents see Mitra 1662. 

2 IOC v ii p. 1534, at p. 1335. The verse quoted from 
lvavicandra’s work in ABod 212a says that the author was 
a bhi*ak son of Kavikarnapura and Kausalya, and grandson 
of Vidya-visarada. The colophon says that he belonged to 
the Datra family, and lived in the Dlrghahka village 
iti dtrghdriika-gravia-nivasi-dattakulodbhava-vaidya-hri-kavi- 
candra-viracitayTim etc. It is not clear whether Kavikarna- 
pura, author of the Ca ilanya-candrbdaya , is identical with 
Kavikarnapura, father of Kavicandra. If it is so, then 
this colophon is not intelligible. The Pady&vali , 
which is said to have been compiled by Rupa Gosvamin, 
certainly belongs to a date earlier than 1541 A.D., 
when it is quoted in Rupa’s Bhakti-rasmnyta- sindku. 
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arth&lamkara ( 13 ) dosa ( 14 ) kavitdpaya ( 15 ) natya 1 . 
He quotes, besides older authors, the Kavi ka! palatd, 
the Sakitya darpana, the Ramacaadm-campu, the 
Santi-candHlza , the Stan avail, and au author called 
Purusottama, as well as two of his own work Sam - 
la/iarl and Dhatu-candrika. He flourished probably 
at the end of the lfith and the beginning of the 17 th 
century 2 . 


Ujjvala-n'la ma n? 

Editions, (i) with Locana-rocanl of Jiva Gosvamin. 
Murshidabad, 1889 (2) with the same and with the comm, of 
Visvanatha. Cakravartin. KavyamSlii 95, 1913 (our references 
are to this edition). 

MSS. Aufrecht i 62, ii 12a, 190b, iii 14b; SCC vii 6. 
Commentaries. (1) Locana-rocanl by Jiva Gosvamin, often 
confused with Sanatana Gosvamin. Aufrecht i 
62a, iii 14b; HPS i 33 ; SCC vii (>. Published 
with the text. 

(2) Ananda-candrika or 0 Kir ana by Visvanatha 
Cakravartin. Aufrecht i 62a. Published in Kavya- 
mala ed. of the text. The comm. 0 Kimna /em in 

If the Kavicandra cited in the anthology is the 
same as our author, there will be chronological difficulties 
in making him son of Paramananda Kavikarnapilra, who 
was a probable contemporary of Rupa’s and is himself 
quoted in the same anthology. # 

1 Aufrecht’s Bodleian MS contains eight />ra/cams named 
after the first eight topics given here : but our enumeration 
follows the India Office MS. Cf Regnaud p. 3 77. 

2 Aufrecht mentions (i 16b) a Cikitsa-ratmlvall ( IOC 
704) by Kavicandra composed in 1661 A.D. with a query 
as to the date. For his other works see Aufrecht i 87a. 
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Mitra 580 (also in S( ( ' vii 5, Kathvate Rep. 1891- 
95, 318) is probably this commentary. 

(3) Agama-candrika and Atmaprabodhika. 
Aufrecht i 62a. 

(4) An anonymous u {lka in A'CC' vii 3. 

. \ a taka-candrika 

Edition. Kasavilulri Samkhva tirtha, with a Bengali trans. 
tin Bengali character), Kashimba/ar it>ny. MSS: Auirecht i 
284b, ii tub, 207b. Extract in Choar Cat. 1061 and Mitra 
3160} Madras Cat. 12900. 

Rasumrtasi'xa 

Aufrecht ii 220b. 


Alamkora-kaustubha 

Edition, with the commentary of Visyanltha Cakravartin, 
Murshidabad 1899. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 31b, ii 188a, iii 7b; Kl'od 492-94 ; SCC 
vii 60. 

Commentaries. (1) Stirabodhinl by Visvanatha Cakravartin, 
Aufrecht iii "b. Published with the text. 

(2) °Ktrana by himself (?). A Rod 209b, 
Cl war 1034. 

(3) 0 Dldkiti-prakarikU by Vrndabana-candra 
Tarkalaijikara Cakravartin, son of Radhacarana 
Kavindra Cakravartin. Aufrecht i 31b. 

(4) °Cik~t by Lokanatha Cakravartin. Aufrecht 
i 3lb. 

Kavya-candrika 

MSS: Aufrecht i 101 a ; KRod 499. 
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( > ) 


K»-siiv« himself tells ns lhal he composed liis 
Ahnakara-seL'hora at the request of a ruling (thiol' 
named Manikyaeandra, son of Dharmacandra and 
grandson of Ramaeandra, who is said to have ruled 
near Uilhi (Rhilli) and defeated the king of Kabila 
(Kabul ?). Rggeling 1 is obviouly wrong in identify- 
in" him with Manikyaeandra of Tirabhukti or Tirhufc : 
while Bithler 2 did not go further than suggesting that 
this prince was not a Kashmirian but ruled or lived 
in Delhi just before the Muhammadan conquest. 
The patron of our author, however, appears to be 
Manikyaeandra of Kot-kahgra, whose genealogy 
corresponds to that, given by Kesava and whose date 
of accession, according to Cunningham 3 , is 156 ;’. A. IX 
The literary activity of Kesava may, therefore, be 
fixed in the third quarter of the 16 th century. 

( 2 ) 

The kai‘ikd-\H>rt\(n\ of the Alamkam-sekhara , 
called here sutra , is declared to have been based on, 

1 IOC no. 1 197. 

2 Kashmir Rep. p. 69. 

3 Arch. Survey v. 1 5 2f, at p. 160. {pi J AS B, 1907, p. 
212). 



262 


SANSKRIT POETICS 


it' not actually taken from, some lost work of an 
authority who is cited as bhagavan (or maharfti, p. 
50) Sauddhodani, Kesava himself apparently assuming 
the modest role of a commentator or interpeter in 
the running prose- The name Sauddhodani, 
apparently Buddhistic, is otherwise unknown in 
Alamkara-literature 1 . Whatever may be the original 
source of his work, Kesava shows himself conversant 
with the works of most of his predecessors, and 
quotes, among more recent writers, Rajasekhara (pp. 
32, 67), Bhoja, Mahimabhafta, Mammafa, the Vag- 
bhatdlamkara and Devesvara. He also quotes one 
Srlpada (pp. 4, 5, 6, 2:>, 27, 32, 1), who may be his 

master Sauddhodani himself designated by this 
honorific term, as well as the author of a Kani- 
kalpalata who is described as a follower of this 
Srlpada 2 . This Kavi-kalpalata-kara, however, is 
neither Devesvara nor Arisimha and Amaracandra, 
whose works also bear a similar title. The passage 
cited by Kesava in this connexion (pp. 48-9, vemjdh 
mrpdsi-bhpigdlyo etc.) gives a list of more or less 
conventional words useful for the purpose of convey- 
ing a simile or metaphor. A comparison of an 
almost similar passage in Deves'vara (p. 157f), who 
copies it directly from Arisimha and Amaracandra 
(pp. 135f), will show 'enough verbal discrepancy to 

1 This Sauddhodani should not be identified with the 
Sauddhodani mentioned in the mangala-ve rse (where it ap- 
parently stands for the name of Buddha) of the Vidagdha- 
mukha-mandana of Dharmadasa Suri. 

2 srlpida-matanusarlrkavikalpalati-karah p. 48 ed. 
Kavyamala. 
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iudicate that neither ot' these sources -constitutes the 
original from which Kesava quotes. A similar 
discrepancy is also noticeable in another passage ol 
Kesava’ s (, ratnaui yatra tatrddraa etc. pp. 55-6), 
which at first sight will seem to have been borrowed 
from Devesvara (p. 36f) who, however, copies . it 
almost literally from Arisimha and Amaraoandra 
(p. 30t). At the same time, Kes r ava betrays 

otherwise an acquaintance with Devesvara’s .text, 
from which he reproduces at least one long passage 
anonymously {uppe kirti-pra tap dj iia etc. p. 57f= 
Devesvara p. 261), which Devesvara himself probably 
adapted from Arisimha and Amaracandra (p. 271 ) ; 
but it is curious that Kesava copies here the text of 
Devesvara with its variations, rather than the original 
text of Arisimha and Amara on this point. 

The opinions of a writer called Govardhaua is 
frequently cited by Kesava (pp. 17, 21), 37, 43, 

43). There is also a reference to Jayadeva, 
IKUulitorlcaoi (p. 17) in the court of an Utkala king. 
If this person is identical with the poet Jayadeva, 
who is said to have lived under Laksmaiia Sena of 
Bengal and who also calls himself Javadeva paiulitar 
kavi iu his GUu-yovitida (xii p. 17 1) 1 , then it is 
likely that Govardhaua, who is quoted immediately 
before this reference to Jayadeva, may be the poet 
of that name, who was Jayadeva’s contemporary 
referred to in the beginning of the Glta-yovinda. 

Kesava tells us that he had already composed 

i The verse unnfdan-madhu-gandha 0 of the <Ji. ta-govinda 
(eh. N. S. P. p. 29) is quoted anonymously by Kesava at p. 
6, as an instance of the vdt. 
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seven abstruse treatises on the subject before he 
undertook the composition of his Alamkara-sekhara. 
T wo of these are apparently those which are men- 
tioned iu the text as his own under the citations 
Almikara-sarvaam (p. '.<) and Vakyamtna (p. 12) or 
Kavyaraltia (p. 72). .V Ktivytiratua is mentioned 
in Oppert ii (>237. 


UlliLlUOKArilY 

Kditions. (i) Kavyamala 50, 1S95 (el Ganesa Sarman, 

Benares 1866. Our references are to the Kavya- 
mala ed. 

MSS. Aufrccht i 32b, ii 6b, 188a. iii 7b; SCC vii 4. 



XXVII APPAYYA D1KSLTA 


( i ) 

Appa.yya Diksita himself furnishes us witL a clue to 
his date. He tells us at the end of his Kuvaaydmtada 
that it was composed at the instance of a South Indian 
prince named Venkata 1 . AulVechf 2 , and following 
him Eggeling 3 , identify this patron of Appayya 
with Venkata of Vijayanagara (about 1535 A.D.), 

while Hultzsch 4 shows that he was Venkata 1 of 
Pennakonda, whose incriptions range from ts taka 1508 
to 1535 ( = 1586 to 1613 A.D.). 5 On the other hand, 
in the colphon to his &ivdditytimciid-dipik(i (Hultzsch 
1056), Appayya mentions as his patron a prince 
Ciunabomma, the son of Cinavlra and lather of 
Liugamanayaka. The inscriptions of this chief of 
Velur (Vellore in the North Arcot District) are dated 

r Cf also «/ 1 68 (ed. N. S. F. 1913) which, though 
occurring .also in the text of J ayadeva’s Candrdtoka, is pro- 
bably one of Appayya’s additions. 

2 Cat. Bod. 213a. But in his Cat. Cat. i 22a and ii 5a, 
he assigns the dates, viz. end of the 15th and end of the 16th 
century respectively. Regnaud’s conjecture ( Rhctorique 
Sansk. p. 375) that Appayya flourished in reign of Krsnaraja 
of Vijayanagara in 1520 A.D. is not correct. 

3 /CCiii p. 335 - 

4 Rep. of South Ind. Sansk. MSS ii p. xiii and El iv 
271 (cf JASB 1907, p. 2 11). 

5 South Ind. Inscrip, i p. 69 f and p. 84. 

34 
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in mka 1471 and 1488 (=1549 and 1566 A.D.) 1 . 
The extreme limits, therefore, of Appayya’s literary 
activity are 1549 and 1 6 1 :> A.D. We may thus 
assign him to the third and fourth quarters of the 16th 
century, and as he was alive in the time of Venkata I 
he may have lived into the beginning of the 17th cen- 
tury 2 . This date is confirmed by the fact that we 
find Appayya cited by Kamalakara Bhatta in the first 
quarter of the 17th century and attacked by Jagan- 
natlia about the same time; while Nllakantha Diksita 
(a grandson of Appayya's brother), whose Nib < h aul ha- 
camt>u is dated in 1687 A.D., wrote a Citramimdnt,sa- 
clos( c-( ihikhdrt. t 3 apparently in vindication of Appayya’s 
work of that name against Jagannatha s attack. 


( 2 ) 


The correct form of the name is probably Appa 
or Apya Diksita, which we find him himself using 

1 I A xiii p. 155 and El m p. 238 Tabic. 

2 He is said to have lived to the ripe old age of 73 (see 
introd. to Halasyanatha’s cd. of Kuvalay* ’< nauda p. 1 5), 
and according to Krsnatnacarya {Hist, oj Classical Sansk. 
Lit. Madras 1 906, p. 104) Appayya lived from 1554 to 1626 
A.D. Venkata, author of the Vivvaguiu alarm and a grandson 
of Appayya, tells us that he hailed from Kanci (or Conjeve- 
ram). 

3 The Dosajitkara (?) by China Appayya Diksita in 
Oppert 4802 is probably a mistake for this work. Nlla- 
kantha, pupil of Krsnananda Yogindra and Venkatesvara, 
was the son of Narayana, and grandson of Apya (or Accha) 
who was Appayya’s brother. For this work of his, see 
Hultzsch, Rep. ii p. 126, no. 1281 (up to apahnuti-prakaraya). 
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in his Knoalayd aawlci, hat it is variously spelt as 
Appaya and Appayya, A champion of Southern 
Saivism he was a versatile and prolific writer, 
and tradition ascribes to him more than one hundered 
works, ol which Aufrccht mentions nearly seventy. 
Ido was the son of Rangara-ja (or Ilangaraiadhvarin) 
and had a brother called Apya or Accha. 

A ppayya is notable in Sanskrit Poetics for his three 
works, viz. the lineal aydnandn, the Citra-numamsfi 
and the J r rtti- varttika. Of these, the last seems to 
have been his earliest work, after which comes the 
Citra-numo inzH which is referred to in his Kuealayd- 
naada. None of these works displays much origi- 
nality ; and we have seen that his Kuvalaydnauda 
was directly based on Jayadeva’s Candrdlok a, up to 
the section on the figure hetu 1 . To the “one hundred” 
alamkaras of Jayadeva, Appayya, however, adds 
twenty-four 2 , and this perhaps constitutes the largest 
number of such figures mentioned in any Alamkara 
work, and forms the climax in the process of multiply- 
ing the poetic figures with endless minute differenti 
ation. The Oitra-mlmmnsd is a more independent 
work ; but it was probably left incomplete. In most 

1 See above pp. 220-21 

2 In the text of the Kuvala\*inanda-karika with Asidha- 
ra’s commentary, which is translated by Schmidt and pub- 
lished in the N. S. P. 1909, the fourth chapter dealing with 
mbddlanxkaras is an interpolation, or rather mistaken incor- 
poration into the text of Appayya of a chapter from Ciraftjiva 
Bbattjlcarya’s Kavya-vilasn (IOC iii pp. 343-44). as die colo- 
phon at the end of that chapter itself shows. It well known 
that the Kuvalaydnanda deals only with arthUamkaras. 
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of the MSS 1 2 , as well as in the printed texts 9 , it goes 
up to the atisayokti-prakarana and breaks off with 
the curious verse 

apyardha-citramimamsa na mude kasya mamscilft 

auurur iva gharmdmsor ardhe ndur iva dhurjatch , 
which, if authentic, implies that the work was design- 
edly left incomplete. But in some MSS there is 
an additional verse, which gives a list of the figures 
to be dealt with ( pratipddydlamkdra-mcl ) 3 * * * * , which 
ends with the mention of utpreksd, and omits atisa- 
yokti which ought to come after it. The Candrikd 
commentary supports this tradition with the remark 
ut prekm- (fra nth duo, n i a ram citramimdmsa na kvdpi 
dfsyate ; but the commentary of Dharananda, son of 
Ramabala, includes and comments on the section on 
aiisayokti coming thereafter. Appayya’s own 
references to the Citra rnimamm in Kuvalaydnanda 
(pp. 78, 8G, 133) relate to the treatment of the 
figures of slesa, prastutdnkura and ariJiantara-nyasa , 
which are wanting in the present-day text. Appayya’s 
third work, the Vrtti-varttika, which is a .short 
dissertation, after a work called Kavya-sarani, on the 

1 e.g. IOC iii p. 336, ends with atimybkti at fol. 72a; 
Madras Trm A 1104 ; SgS ii p. 82. 

2 oil. Kiivyainala 38, ,1907. In the text published in 
the Pandit xiii,the work ends with utpreksa, and the atihayb- 
kli is wanting. 

3 npama sahbpameybpamaydthananvayah smaranam j 

rTipaka-parmati-savrdsaya-bkruntimad-ullckha-nihnavbtprekfiah. 

This verse occurs at the end of the text printed in the Pandit 

and in the India Office MS referred to. The MS kha used in 

the Kavyamala ed. (see p. 101 fn.) ends with utpreksa. 
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three functions of word and its sense, is also incom- 
plete as it stands ; for it consists only of two chapters 
on the two functions abhvlhd and laksand, and the 
third chapter which should deal with the third 
function vyrvnjmni is wanting 1 . 


( 3 ) 


Appayya’s works appear to have started some 
controversies in his time. Thus Jagannatlia, who 
flourished immediately after him, not only attacked 
Appayya in his llasa-c/anr/adhara and stigmatised 
him as a slavish imitator of Ruyyaka and Jaya- 
ratha, but also wrote his C It t 'araim dmsd-lha nda n a 
to demolish Appayya’ s work of that name. Blilma- 
sena, in his commentary on Mammatn, also refers 
to a Kuvatayd n an da- kh and a n a written by himself as 
an attack on Appayya s other work ; and we find 
Nilakantha, a descendant of Appayya ’s, apparently 
taking up the cudgel to defend the fair fame of his 
ancestor in his CUramima/msa-dosa-dhikkara. 

Among more recent writers and works cited by 
Appayya, we find the names of the Sahityacintamajii- 
kara, Ratnakara, the Aktmkdra-siidhmiidhi and the 
Kdvya sarmn, the last jvork (of which nothing is 
known) being avowedly the model or source of his 
Vrtti-vdrttikd. The Sdhitya-ci ntdmani, also cited 

i Appayya was a very prolific writer who is reputed to 
have composed 104 works. For his works on f^aiva philo- 
sophy and other subjects, see Aufrecht; also I A xxvii (1898) 
p. 326f : Krsnamacarya op. cit, p. 168. 
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by Kumarasvamin, is probably the work of the same 
name by Viranarayaiia (q. w, about 1400 A.D.). 
The Alamkdra-sudhdnidhi is apparently the sain* 1 
work as cited by Kumarasvamin at ]>. 44, but of this 
nothing is known. It the Ratnakara quoted in the 
Ertti-varttika p. 20 be the same as Ratnakara cited 
extensively by Jagannatha in his two works, then it 
refers to the Alamkara-ratndkara of Soblmkaramitra, 
and should be distinguished from Rosa rat no 'kora 
cited bv Mallinatha on Mefjhxdutu . 

( 4 ) 


THE COMMENTATORS ON APPAYYA 

The popularity of the KuvaUnjdnx nda as a con- 
venient manual is indicated by the many commentaries 
on it, the more important ones of which have been 
published. The Hipika of the poet Asadhara, son 
of Ramaji and disciple of Dharani'dhara has been 
edited as well as translated. The Alamknra-stidhd 
and Satpaddnanda of Nitgesa or Nagoji Bhatta have 
not yet found an editor, but the Alnm/cdra-cand riba 
of Vaidyanatlia Tatsat, son of Ramacandra (or Rama- 
buddha) and grandson of Yitfhala Bhatta, has been 
printed several times in Madras and elsewere. The 
more reliable commentary of Gangadharadhvarin 
or G-ahgadhara Yajapeyin, son of Devasimha-sumati 
of Badhula-family and pupil of Yisvarupa Yati 
of Benares, probably preserves the text and the 
Appayya-traditions better, inasmuch as the com- 
mentator tells us that Appayya was the teacher of a 
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brother of his grandfather, and he himself takes 
great pains to settle the readings of his text. Other 
less known commentaries are mentioned below. 

The Citranmnamsa has been commented upon 
*»y Dliarfinanda, son of Ramabala of Vasista-gotra 
and grandson of Thakura, who had, besides the 
author’s father, two other sons, named Puranadasa and 
Devadasa. The commentator was the disciple of 
P? rramananda and was born in Bharatapura. He 
wrote also a commentary on 3frcchahaiibt (Madras 
Cat. 12G25). 

No commentary on the Vrtii-narttihi is known. 


Bibliography 
K u u a lay a uanJa 

Editions. Text only (i) Poona 1842 (2) Bombay 1895 

i 3) by Subrahmanya Sarman with Eng. trails, and notes, 
Calcutta 1903. 7 ext with commentaries. (1) with Candrika 

of Vaidyanutha, Poona 1846, 1849, Madras 1869, 1870, 1872, 
1881, 1S95, Calcutta, (Jlvilnanda) 1870, 1874 etc., Benares 
1878, 1910, Bombay (Vasudeva) 1877, 1885, 1912, 1913 etc. 
( 2) with the Rasikaranjan! of Gangiidhara, by Halasyanatha 
Sastrl, Kumbhakonum 1892 (3) with Alamkara-di pika of 
Asiidhara, by Vasudeva, Bombay N. S. P., 1909; the same 
translated into German by R. Schmidt, Berlin 1907. This 
enumeration is not exhaustive, as the work has been printed 
very often in India as a text-book Our references are to 
the N. S. P. ed. of 1913 by Vasudeva, which contains also 
Vaidyanatha’s Alatpkara candrika. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 113a, 780a ii 22b, 194b; iii 25a. The 
entry Kuvalayananda-karika refers to our text (the karifca 
portion only) which is the subject of Asadhara’s commentary. 
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SCC vii 25-7 ; WBod 1161 ; KBod 505 ; Madras Trm A 192, 
B 5 1 o ; IVRAS 109, 127; Madras Cat. 12846-12860. 

Commentaries. (1) Alaitikdra-candriki of Vaidyanatha Tatsat 
(see above). Published many times with the text. 
MSS: Aufrecht i 113a, 780a; ii 23a, 194b; iii 25a, 
SCC vii I, 29; Madras Cat. 12862-67. Mitra (in Bik. 
Cat. p. 213, no. 607) gives an entirely wrong impres- 
sion of this work as well as of its original. 

(2) Alanikara-dtpika by Asadhara. Printed 
by X. S. P. as above. MSS : Aufrecht i 113a, 780a ; 
ii 23a. Asadhara only comments on the kdrikds, 
but he is not aware of J ayadeva’s • Candrdloka. 
Asadhara also wrote Koviddnanda and its com- 
mentary (Aufrecht ii 25b). He should not be 
confused with Asadhara who wrote a commentary 
on Rudrata (cf Aufrecht i 54b and ii 10b). 

(3) Rasika- ranjant by Gaiigadharadhvarin 
or Gahgadhara Vajapeyin. Printed from Ktira- 
bhakonum as above. MSS: Aufrecht i 113a (the 
attribution to Appayya himself is wrong, as correct- 
ed later), ii 22b : Madras Trm A 73, B 388, C 703 ; 
Madras Cat. 12868-70. This commentator describ- 

. es Appayya as asniat-pitdmaha-sahodara-deiiikendra ; 
but according to tradition the commentator lived 
under the Tanjore prince Shahajl (1684-17x1 A.D.). 
Also wrote some corams, on philosophical works. 

(4) Alamkdra-sudhZi by Nagoji Bhatfca. Auf- 
recht i 113a (i.e. citing Kielhorn Central Prov. 
Cat. p. 98 and not p. 104), ii 23a. Nagoji is also 
said to have written another commentary on 
Kuvahty ** called Salpaddnanda , or in full Vi^ama- 
pada-vyakhyana safJiadCmanda, Aufrecht i 113a, it 
23a, SCC viii 28. As its name indicates, the latter 
commentary probably deals only with difficult 
words and passages. The two commentaries are 
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otten contused. In this last commentary, Nagoji 
refers to his 0 Marma-prakaka on Jagannatha’s work. 
Extracts of both in Stein pp. 270-271. 

(5) Kavya-mahjari by Nyayavagisa Bhatta- 
carya (?). Aufrecht i 113a. Is he identical with 
Ramacandra Nyayavagisa, son of Vidyanidhi (q.v.) 
and author of the Kavya-candrika ? 

(6) Comm, by Mathuranatha, Aufrecht i 
113a. See pp. 239-40. 

(7) °lippaaa by Kuravirama referred to in 
the introductory verse of his comm, on the VCvn- 
gunadarka, llultzsch i extr. p. 57, no. 21. For the 
author see above p. 135. As Veiikfcadhvarin, 
author of tlie I dkvagu tyj darka, is known to be a 
grandson of Appayya’s, Kuravirama, who com- 
mented on this poem, could not have been earlier 
than the middle of the 17th century. 

(8) L agh vala 1 1 il'ii ra-ca ndrika by Devldatta. 
SCB 830. 

(9) lyudharahjatn by Veiigala Suri. Madras 
Trm. A 1215 : Madras Cat. 12874-75. This is 
really a comm, on the arthalamkara-section of 
Caudraloka, coextensive with the text of Appa- 
yya’s KuvalayCmanda. 

Citra-nfuudnisa. 

Edition, (x) in the Pandit xiii, iSpr (2) Kavyamala 38, 
1893, 1907 (our references are to the ed. of 1907). 

MSS. Aufrecht i 187b; ii 38b, 200a; iii 40b. Madras Cat. 
12879-83. 

Commentaries. (1) Sudha by Dharananda, son of Ramabala. 

Aufrecht ii 38b ; Madras Cat. 12884-86. (extract). 

(2) Gn&hartha-prakakika by Balakrsna Paya- 
gunda. Aufrecht ii 38b. He is also the author of an 
Alamkara-sara. See chapter on Minor Writers. 
(3) CitrCtloka. SCB 106. 
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Vrtti-varttika 

Edition. ( I) in the Pandit xii, 1890 (2) Kavyamala 36. 
1893. Our references are to the Kavyamala ed. of 1910. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 598a, ii 142b (first two chapters), 226b ; 
iil 125 (two chapters). 



XXVIII JAGANNATHA 


In his Bhamim-vilasa , Jagannatha tells us 1 that 
he passed his youth under the patronage of the 
emperor of Delhi, from whom, we are told else- 
where, he received the title of Panditaraja 9 . This 
emperor seems to have been Shah Jahan,, whose 
son Dara is eulogised in Jagannatha’ s Jago.ddbharana,. 
He also seems to have lived under the protection 
of Nawab Asaf Kh&n (d, 1641), a nobleman in the 
Court of Shah Jahan, in whose praise he wrote his 
Asapha -vUasa and who is also referred to in a verse 
quoted in his Rasa-gahgadhara (p. 166). In the 
latter work, there is also a reference in a verse (p. 
521) to Nuradlna which is apparently the Sanskritised 
form of one of the names of Jahangir, Shah Jahan’ s 

1 diltlvallabha-panipallava-tnle nliam namm vayah , ed. 
Granthamala vol. iv si 32 . This verse is wanting in the 
N.S.P. ed. 1894. The Granthamala text is published with 
the comm, of Mahadeva Dlksita who claims to be a grandson 
of Jagannatha himself. 

2 See citation from Asapha-vilasa given in introd. to 
Kavyamala ed. of Rasa-gahgadhara p .2 fn. ; also Nagesa on 
Rasa-gang 0 p.3. The poet Pandita-raja, cited in the anthology 
Padydmrta-tarahginl of Hari-bhaskara, whose commentary 
on the Vrtta-ratndkara was composed in 1676 A.D. 
(Bhandarkar, Rep. 1877-91, p. lxii and Rep. 1883-84. p. 60) 
is probably our author. There is also a commentator on 
Mammata named Panditaraja (q.v.) who is different author. 
Aufrecht (ii 40a), making a confusion between the two, 
attributes the Kavya-prakasa-tlka our Jagannatha. 
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father. Shah Jahan came to the throne in 1628 A.D., 
and was thrown into prison in 1658 A.D. It appears 
that while Jagannatha’s younger days were passed 
under this emperor, Dara-shikoh (d. 1659 A.D.) who 
came into power during the latter days of his father’s 
reign, was his real patron. It is not unlikely, there- 
fore, that Jagannatha’s literary activity lay in the 
second and third quarters of the 17th century. Nagesa 
Bhatta commented upon his Rasa-gahgadhara in the 
beginning of 1 8th century, while Jagannatha himself 
attacks Appayya Diksita who lived in the third 
quarter of the 16th century. 

( 2 ) 

Jagannatha describes himsell as tlfS son of Peru 
Bhatta 1 2 (or Perama Bhatta 3 ) and Laksmi. He was. 
like Appayya, a South Indian writer, being a native 
of Tailanga 3 (Telegu country), and belonged to the 
Veginada family 4 . His father was reputed for his 
learning, having been, as Jagannatha himself tells us 5 , 
taught the Vedanta by J hanendra -vdk su, the Nyaya- 
vaisesika by Mahendra Pandita, the Purva-mlmamsa 
by Khandadeva and the Mahabhmya by Sesa 
Vlresvara. Our author learnt these subject from 
his father, and also from one his father’s teachers, 
Vlresvara. Very little is known of his personal 

1 Rasa-gang 0 i 3 

2 concluding verse to his Prandbharana. 

3 Pranabharana si. 52 

4 colophon to Bhaininl-vilasa. 5 Rasa-gatbg 0 i 2. 
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history, although curious tales about his fondness for 
a Muhammadan woman, and his death by plunging 
into the sacred river Ganges have sjathered round 
his name 1 . Jagannatha was also the author of several 
poetical works 2 , besides writing the Jiasa-gangadhara , 
ihe latest yet not the least important work on Poetics, 
and the Cit rami nmn t m -hha nd a na. He also wrote 
a grammatical work, directed against Bhattoji 
Diksita’s famous commentary Manor amd, called 
Man orama- k /tea- n tardana . 

Both the rhetorical works of Jagannatha have 
been obtained incomplete. The printed editions ol 
the texts of the llasa-gaiigadhara go up to the 
treatment ol uttardlamkara and break off with an 
incomplete verse ; and so do most MSS noticed 
in the various reports and catalogues. Nagesa or 

1 Acyuta Raya, whose Sahitya-sara is dated in 1831 
A.D., discusses in his commentary on the Bha niin~t-vilas< t , 
the autobiographical significance of the lyrics in that work 
and of verses like vavanl navanlta-komalo.iigi often attri- 
buted to Jagannatha. See also L.R. Vaidya in the introd. 
to his ed. of the B h a in ini -vil&sa . 

2 Some of these have been published by’ the N.S.i'. 
For a list, see introd. to Jagannatha’s Rasa-gang 0 (Kavyamftlsi 
ed.) and Aufrecht i 196b, and Kavyamala pt. i. p. 79. These 
are (1) Amrta-lahari (Km pt. ii) (2) Asapha-vilasa, praise of 
Asaph Khan (3) Karunalahari (Km pt. ii) (4) Ganga-laharl or 
Plyusalaharl (5) jagadabharana, praise of Dara shah (6) Prana- 
bharana, praise of Prananarayana of Kamarupa (Km pt. 
ii) (7) Bhaminl-vilasa (8) Manorama-kuca-mardana, against 
Bhattoji Diksita’s Manor arm (9) Yamuna-varnana-campu 
(10) Laksmi-lahar! (Km pt. ii) (1 1) Sudha-laharl (Km pt. i). 
Of these nos. 3, 6 and 11 are quoted in the Rasa-gangii* e.g. 
s/6o=p, 36 ; si 4=p. 56 ; si. i = p. 20. 
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Nagoji Bhatta’s commentary also ends with the same 
seetion. In conformity to a pun in the word 
gangadhara in the title, the work was apparently 
planned to consist of five heads ( anana ) or chapters, 
of which we have got only one complete and another 
incomplete chapter 1 . The Citrariihnamsad-haydaiiti. 
directed against Appayya’s work of the same name, 
also goes as far as the apahnnti- section and does not 
deal with utpreksa and atisaya which are found in 
some MSS of the Citramlmarp^a. 


( 3 ) 

Of comparatively recent writers, Jagannatha. 
besides citing Mammata, Ruyyaka and Jayaratha 
extensively, refers to and quotes Vidyadhara (p. 254). 
Vidyanatha (p. 162) Visvanatha (and the Sahitya- 
darpana , p. 7) and Appayya, and refers very often 
to the navyah. The scathing criticism which he 
levels aginst Appayya as a slavish imitator of 
Ruyyaka and Jayaratha was no doubt prompted 
by the zeal of eclipsing the fame of another South 
Indian writer in the same field. Jagannatha also cites 
Srlvatsa-lahchana (p. 39), apparently the commen- 
tator on Mammata, an unknown Alamka^abhasya- 
kara (pp. 239, 365, also referred to by Jayaratha), 
and Ratnakara (pp. 202, 207, 211, 221, 225, 281, 
313, 480, 492 etc) which last name is also cited by 

i It cannot be be determined whether the work was 
completed : but it was certainly composed before Jagan- 
natha wrote his Citranfimamsa-kha wlana, the second verse 
of which refers to the Rasa-ga ngadhara . 
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Appayya. Jagannatha also refers to a work called 
Alanikdra- ratnakara (pp. 163, 165). An anonymous 
Alamkdra-ratndkara is mentioned in Burnell 54a ; 
but Biitiler 1 describes a work of that name by 
Sobhakaramitra, son of Trayisvaramitra. Peterson 
informs us 2 that the Kashmirian poet Yasaskara 
extracts some sutras on Alamkara 3 from a work 
called Alamkara-ratndkara by Sobhakaramitra, 
and illustrates them in his Devl-stotra by compos 
ing verses in praise of Devi, as the opening words- 
of the latter work themselves show 4 . The work 
of Yasakara in Stein is for this reason called Alam- 
karddaharana-sannibaddha Devl-stotra 5 . The Ratna- 
kara of Jagannatha undoubtedly refers to this 
Alamkdra-ratndkara of Sobhakaramitra ; for the 
citation from Ratnakara at p. 202 = sutra 11 (as 
given in Peterson i p. 78). 

1 Kashmir Rep. App. ii no. 228, p. cxxviii. 

2 Rep. ip. 12. 

3 These are given in Peterson, op. cit. App. pp. 77-81. 

4 ratndkardbhyantarato grhltvdlatnkara-sutrani yatha- 
kramena / bancLiva devya giriraja-putryak karomi sanisam 
sruti-gocarUni. The commentary on this verse explains 
srl-traymvara-mitrdtmaja-srl-sobhakaramitra-viracite'lamkara- 
ratndkare' lamkdra-sutrmi. The colophon to Biihleds 
MS of the Alamkara-ratndkara reads trayisvara-mantra- 
putrasya as a description of Sobhakaramitra, in which the 
word mantra is obviously a mistake for mitra. Stein’s 
Jammu MS 58 reads Sobhakaramitra as the name of the 
author (cf also WBod 1 1 62). 

5 The original is also called A la mka ra-ratnodaharana and 
the author Sobhakaresvara. See also Mitra 1822 ; Hultzsch’s 
Eine Sammluttg ind. Handschriften 170. 
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( 4 ) 


The commentator on the llaaa-gangadhccra is 
Nagesa or Nagoji Bhatt.a, whose name we have 
already mentioned as a commentator on Mammata, 
Govinda, Bhanudatta and Appayya. He was a 
Mahratta Brahmin (with the surname Kala), sou of 
$iva Bhatta and Satl. He lived in Benares and 
was patronised by Ramasiinha of Srhgavera-pura 
(near Allahabad). He is one of the latter-day 
grammarians, who composed a number of works 
and commentaries on grammar, poetics and philosophy. 
He was the pupil of Hari Dlksita, who was the son 
of Vlresvara Dlksita and great-grandson of Bhatfoji 
Dlksita, the well-known author of the Siddhdnta- 
kaumudi. Bhattoji is known as a pupil of Sesa Krsp.a 1 , 
whose son $esa Vlresvara was, as we have noted, a 
teacher of Jagannatha himself. Nagoji was thus 
separated from Jagannatha roughly by two genera- 
tions, and flourished in the beginning of the 18th 
century. The India office MS of his commentary on 


i author of the P ada-candrika and the P rakriya-prakaha, 
and son and pupil of Sesa Narasiinha or Nr slip ha. See 
Bhandarkar Rep. 1883-84, p. 59. Nagoji’s relation to Jagan- 
natha is illustrated thus : * 


Sesa 
Krsna — 

* * ft 


, — Sesa Vlresvara 

I (son') 


Bhattoji Vlresvara 

Dlksita — Dlksita 
— (pupil) (son) 


Jagannatha 


i pupil) 


Hari 

Nagoji 

Dlksita — 

Bhatta 

(.son) 

( Phpil) 
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Tlhilnudafta’s Rasa-m<ui : j<i,rl is dated in 1712 A. D 1 . 
Nagoji was also the teacher of Vaidyanatha, the 
Maithili grammarian, and of Gahgarama, the great- 
grandfather of Manimma (1802 A.D). 2 

Nagoji wrote the following commentaries in 
poetics, as already noticed : (1) G ur n-manna -] > rakas ika 
on .Tagannatha’s Ram-ganr/adhara (2) Brhat and 
Jjaghn (JddajnUi on (xoyinda’s 0 ]?ra<hpa on Mammata 
(8) TT( / aharaiKi-digika or 0 pradipa on Mammata 
(4) A In. mkZtra-s it dim and Ci,ncimrhp<(,dft-rijaklnjana 
h< d pad d wind '.u, on Appayya’s Knvadaydnand.a (5) 
0 Prafcmu on Tlhavmdafta’s 7 tasn-manjnMi (<’>) a 
commentary on Jlhanudatta’s JR<<,sa-iarriiu/iin. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Editions, (i) Kavyainala 12 (with Nagoji’s comm.), 1888, 
1913 (2) Benares Sansk. Series 25, 1889. Our 

references arc to Kfivyamsila ed. 1913. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 494a and b; ii 115b, 220a; iii 103b. 
SCC vii 35-38 ; Madras Cat. 12922-26. 

Commentaries, (r) Guru-manna -/> rakldka by Xiigesa Bhatt.a. 

Aufrecht i 494 b, ii 115b. Printed in Kavya- 
msilfi with the text. 

(2) Vi*ama-pad~ . Anonymous. Aufrecht i 
494b. 

Citra ?n%inams<i-khay<lan<i 

Edition. Kavyamfdil 38, 1893, T 9 ° 7 - 
MSS. Aufrecht i r S 7 la. 

1 IOC iii p. 355. Cf Belvalkar Systems of Sansk. 

Gram. p. 41;. 

2 Manirama wrote a commentary on Jagannatha’s 
Bha mini.- vilast 1 in 1802 A.D. See IOC vii p, 1326. 
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( i ) 

We propose ill this chapter to deal with tiie minor 
writers on Alamkara, other than the commentators 
as well as less known authors already mentioned in the 
preceding chapters, arranging them alphabetically, and 
giving the names of their works and such details as 
can be collected about them 1 

l. ACYUTA £ ARM AN or A C Y U TAR AY A 
MOBAKA 

tiahitya-mara and its commentary Saraxd 

moda 

(Ed. Bombay I860; N. P. Bombay 1006. 
Aufreeht i 716a, iii 171a). 

The work is dated in mka 1758= 1881 A.JJ. 
The author describes himself as the pupil of A ilrayana 
Sastri. He appears to be identical with Acyuta- 
raya who wrote the P ran aya-prakak i commentary 
on Jagannatha’s Phamim-vildsa ; for in it he refers 
to the Sahitya-sara as his own (ed. N. S. P. 1804 
p. 1), citing the verses i 14-15 from the latter. In 

i Doubtful names to be found in some catalogues, as 
well as those about which there is no reliable information, 
have been omitted in this list ; and care has been taken to 
avoid useless or trifling entries. 
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liis Sahitya-mra, again, he refers to the Bhmnitn- 
vi/ma at p. 7. 

The work consists of 1 2 chapters called rat nan, 
the metaphor being that these precious doctrines 
are churned by the author from the ocean of AJam- 
kdra-mstra. The chapters are accordingly named 
I Dhanva atari -ratna (the general characteristics of 
kavya) 2 Airavata- ratna (function of sabda and 
artfia) 3 Indira-ratna (the vyaiigya and its occasions) 4 
Daksinavartakainbu-ratna (divisions of dhvcmi, includ- 
ing rasa-dhvani) 5 Asvavara-ratna (other inferior divi- 
sions of dhvani ) 6 Visa-ratna (dos-a) 7 Guna-ratna 
(r/uya) 8 Kaustubha-ratna ( arthdlamJcaras ) 9 Kama- 
dhenu-ratna (sabddl ’amkaras) 10 Rambha-ratna 
( udyika ) 11 Candra-ratna ( nayaka ) and 12 Amrta- 
ratna (conclusion). Our author is possibly identical 
with Acyuta, author of the Bhdglrathl-chamjm 
(written in the LSI 5 A.D.), who is described by 
Aufreclit (i 770l>) as the son (?) of Narayana. This 
work is divided into 7 chapters called manorathas. 

2. A J 1 T AS E N AC ARY A or AJITASENA- 
DEVA YATlSVARA 

a. Alamkai'a-cin tdmani 

(Ed. by Padmaraja Pandita in the Kaoyd- 
mbudhi 1893-94*. MS in Rice 304: cf 
Aufreclit i 6a, iii 2a). 

b . Spigara-manj an 

(Aufreclit i 66 1 ; $g& ii pp. 83, 231 extract ; 
’Madras Cat. 12956-57). 

The author was the Jaina priest of Camuiularaya, 
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minister ot' the Ganga king Rilcamalla, and Nourished 
in the latter |>art of the 10th century. He was the 
teacher of Nag a carman, a Ivanarese poet, who liv r ed 
under the protection of Rakkasa Ganga, younger 
brother of Rticamalla. Ajita also wrote Ciniamnui- 
pr<ik(l&ika on Yaksavarman’s Ciuldmat/i, which is 
itself a commentary on Hakatayana’s S’abdd uttmsaiia. 
See Rice p. 308. 

The Sriigara-mahjari was written at the instance 
of a Jaina prince of the lunar race, named Raya or 
Kamirava, for his instruction. It consists of three 
chapters and 128 stanzas, dealing witli (1) pada-doxa 
(viz., alaksana, snitikatn, vyaghatdrtha, auarlhaka, 
apradddha, net/ art ha, r/ramya and mamma t a) which 
ends witli a discussion of the vrtti s, (2) the ten 
(juunx of Vamana and (3) arthdlavikara-s (viz. npania, 
vjipaka, jaii, bhrdutimdu, hetu, samsaya, prativaxt*'- 
pa.um, d/csepa, drstdnta and tulyayogitd). 

8. ANURATNAMANDANA or RATNA- 
MANRANA GA NI 

a. Jalpa-kalpalatd 

(Weber 1722, long extract given ii pp. 278-80). 

This Jaina author was a pupil of Ratnasekliara 
Suri ot Tapfigaccha, who died in same a: 1517=1461 
A.D., and therefore belonged roughly to the middle 
of the 15th century. The work, in three staoakas, 
gives practical instruction on composition (kavi-sikm) 1 . 

i 1 or Ratnasekliara, see Bhandarkar Rep. 1883-84, pp. 
! 56-7 : l’eterson iv p. ciif : I A xi p. 256. 
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b. Mugdha-med h a bar a 
(Peterson vi p. xv, extract given at p. 81). 

A manual on poetic figures and kindred topics. 

4. ANANTAKYA 

Kaoi-samaya-kallola ( Mat Ira * Cat. 12808, 
extract). 

This South Indian writer was the sou of Sihgara- 
carya. The work cites from JL)harmasuri, Narasimha’s 
Naujardja-yaso-bkusaua, and 1 J ratuj^iar udriya ; and 
therefore could not be earlier than the 14th century. 
He refers to another work by himself, called Kfsua- 
i 'dja-yasu -d indiraa. 

5. ANANTA 

Sahitya-kalpaoaUi (Aufrecht i L8a). 

G. AMitTAN AN 1) A YOG1N 

A latrikdra-sa n igraha 

(ed. Calcutta 1887 with Engl, trails. Aufrecht 
i 2‘Ja ; Madras Cat. 12754, extract). 

The work consists of 5 chapters dealing with (1) 
oarna-gaua (2) sabddrtha (8) rasa (4) adyaka-bheda 
(5) alamkara. The author says that lie wrote this 
work at the request of IVlanvasamudra, son of Ehakti- 
bhumipati, who was a devotee of Siva. It appears 
from the introductory verse that the author also in- 
tended to deal with gutta, dosa and dasarupaka. 
He is probably identical with the Tantrika Amrta- 
nanda who corrected (Weber p. 3G1) the Tantra-sdra 
of Krsnananda. 
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7. ALLARAJA or M ALLARAJA 

Ttcmi-ratnn-dlpika (Aufrecht i 495b, ii 116a). 

A work of this name is cited by Bhanudatta in 
his Rasa-tarangim, and by Ratnakantha on Mammata 
(Peterson ii p. 1 7). See above p. 245, fn 5. The work 
is called Rasa-ratna-pradiipa by Allaraja in Bhandar- 
kar Rep. 1884-87, no. 533. 

s. INDBAJIT 

Rasika-priya (Peterson vi no. 379). 

The author also wrote a Jiala-bodha commentary 
on the Vairagya-sataka (Aufrecht iii 13b). 

9. KACCHAPEgVARA DlKSITA 

Ramacandra-y aso-hhmai,)< i (Madras Cat. 

12950, extract). 

The author was the son of Vasudeva and grand- 
son of Kalahastlsvara who was a native of Brahma- 
desa, a village in the North Arcot District, and the 
writer of a commentary on the 73hagav(tta. His 
o-randfather had two other sons, named Narayana 
and Krsna, his father being the second son. The work 
consists of three chapters dealing with the rasas. 
viz. (1) srhgara (2) the other 8 rasas (3) bhava- 
nirupana. The illustrations are in praise of the 
valour of Bommaraja (probably of the Karvetnagar 
zamindary in North Arcot). 

10. KANDALAYABYA 

Alamkara-sirobhusanu 

(Rice 283 anon.; Hultzsch i no. 371, extract 
at p. 75 ; Madras Trm A 168). 

The author was the son of Ramanujarya and 
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grandson of Kesavarya of the Ayaturi family. He 
probably lived at the court of either Venkata I or 
II of the third Vijayauagar dynasty 1 , and was thus 
;t contemporary of Appayya Dlksita. 

11. K ALYAN A-8 UBRAHM AN YA StJKI 

Alamkdra-kaastabha with commentary 

ii pp. 80, 221 ; Madras Cat. 12790). 

The author was son of Subralimanya and grand- 
son of Gopala of tire Pruru family. The work in- 
vokes and sings the praise throughout of Padma- 
nabha, the god of the temple of Anantasayana 
(Travancore), and of the Vanjipala Balarama Varman 
Kulasekhara. It was probably composed about 1798 
A.D., as the king of Travancore of that name ruled 
about 1798-1800 A.D. It gives the characteristics of 
the different poetic figures dealt with in the Candrd- 
/ oka and illustrates them with examples by the author 
'himself in praise of his patron and his deity. 

12. KAN T I CA X DR A MUKHOPADHYAYA 

Kavya-d Ipikd 

fed. Calcutta 1870, 1886; Aufrecht i 92a. 
Madras Cat. 12815 may be this work, but 
is given without the name of the author). 

The work appears to be a^ compilation for begin- 
ners from Mammata and other well-known writers by 
a modern author belonging to the 19th century. 

13. KASILAKSMANA KAVI 

Alairikdra-graatha (Burnell 54a). 

The work was probably written at the end of the 

i Hultzsch ibid. p. viii. 
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17th or the beginning of the 1 8th century, as the 
examples are all in praise of the Tanjore prince 
Sahajl (1684-1711 A. I).). 

14. KRSNA 

SdJdtya-tarangiin (Aufreeht ii I7ln). 

1 5. KUMBH A < »r KU M BHAK AKN A, Sriraja- 

(1 hi raj a 

Rasa- rat n a-kosa (A.utrecht i 4!)5b). 

A MS of this work in Devanagarl character in 
the Paris Biblioth. Nationale (n<>. 248) is described 
by Regnaud p. 879. It is a treatise on rasa and 
kindred topics in 11 chapters, dealing with ( 1 ) 1--1 
the rasas (2) 5-6 nay aka and nay ilea (8) 7 abhinaya 
(4) 8-9 anubhdva and vyabhiedri bhdvas (5) 10-1] 
rasa and bhdva. The treatment corresponds to the 
3rd chapter of the Sahitya-darpaua and matters 
dealt with in Bbauudatta’s two works on rasa. 
The author is probably kirn* Kumbha of Mevad 
(1428-1459 A.D.) who wrote, besides some treatises 
on samglta, a commentary entitled Rasika-priyd (ed. 
N. S. P. 1917) on Jayadeva’s Glta-govinda , and 
flourished in the first half of the 15th century. It is 
interesting to note that in the present work, Kumbha 
cites (besides Abhinavagupta) Klrtidhara (see above 
p. 37), of whose date we thus get a limit at the 15th 
century A.D. 

16. KRSNA BHATTA or JAYAKRSNA 

MAUNIN 

Vftti-dlpikd (Aufrecht i 598a). 

The author was a grammarian, and the work 
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probably deals with the grammatico-rhetorical ques- 
tion of the v^ttis of words. For his other works, 
see Aufrecht i 198a. He is described as the son of 
Raghunatha Bhatta and grandson of Glovardhana 
Bhatta. 

17. KRSNA DlKSITA or KRSNA YAJVAN 

liaghuiiatha-bhupallya 

(Autrecht i 480a ; Madras Trm C 659d). 

A commentary called Sdhit ya-sdmrdj ya by Suma- 
tlndra Yati, pupil of Surindra-pujyapada, is mention- 
ed in Rice 288. 

18. krsna Barman 

a. Mandara-maranda-cayipTi 

(ed. Kavyamala 52 with M< adhurya-raujaui 
commentary, 1895). 

b. liasa-j>rakasa (Aufrecht i 495a). 

The first-named work is a so-called champu, deal- 
ing in reality with Prosody, Dramaturgy, Poetics 
as well as practical Kavi-siksa. The work consists 
of 11 chapters called b Indus,, dealing with (l) chandas 
(2) nayaka-varnana (3) s'lesa (4) yamaka and citra 
(5) the different bandhas (6) eniginatology ( 7 ) 
dramaturgy (8) nayaka-laksana (9) bhava and rasa 
(10) alamkilra, with dhvani-nirupana etc. (11) dosa, 
which howover includes sections on sabdartha, the 
three vrttis etc. , piika, kavya-bheda, and a section of 
practical hints for descriptive poetry. The work 
appears to be very ill-arranged and ill-digested, having 
no fixed theory but forming an encyclopaedic compila- 
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tion from various sources, meant to serve as a complete 
hand-book for the poet. The author, who is described 
as an inhabitant of Guhapura and a pupil of Vasudeva 
Yoglsvara. gives us no clue to his date : but his work 
is certainly very late. He copies, for instance, many 
definitions and illustrations from Appayya’s Knva- 
layduatida , and even appropriates the whole section 
on pdka from Vidyanatha. Some of the new poetic 
figures, which appear to be first adduced and illustrat- 
ed by Appayya, find a place in this comprehensive 
compilation. One should conjecture from this that 
the work belongs to quite recent times. The Rasa- 
prahasa is a commentary on Mammata (see p. 186). 

19. KESAVA BH ATT A 

llasika-samjivani 

(Aufrecht i 127b, 497b ; Hr. 31 us. no. 424, 
extract). 

The work, dealing with rasa, is in 8 oildsas. The 
author was the son of Harivamsa Bhatta and a 
vaisnava disciple of Vitthalesvara, who is apparently 
the son of the reformer Vallabhacarya. Hence our 
author probably belongs to the second half of the 
16th century. The first oil its a ( 1 1 sf only) is mainly 
introductory ; the second deals with ndyikds , and the 
third with mdna , prauafja, rdya, srngdra etc. 

20. GAY GAN AN DA MAITHILA 

Karna-bhusana (ed. Kavyamala 79, 1902). 

This is a work on the rasas in five chapters, deal- 
ing with (1) vibhavas (2) anubhavas (3) vyabhicari- 
bhavas (4) sthayi-bhavas (5) rasa. It was written, 
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as the author himself says, at the command" of king 
$rlkama of Bikaner ( bikaneri-pun ), who appears to 
be the same as Lunakamaji who ruled at Bikaner 
from 1505 to 1526 A.D. 

21. GANGARAMA JAB I or JABIN 

Rasa-mlmamsa 

(ed. with Chapa, Benares 1885 ; Mss in 
Aufrecht i 495a, ii 116a, iii LOGa). 

For details about the author and his commentary 
on Bhanudatta’s work, see above p. 253. He belongs 
to the second quarter of the 18th century. 

22. GADADHARA BHATTA 

Rasika-jZvaHa (Aufrecht i 497b, ii 110 b). 

This work on rasa, which also bears the character 
of an anthology, is in ten prabaadhas. The author 
is the son of Gauripati and grandson of Damodara. 
Regnaud (p. 379) gives an account of the Paris Bib- 
liotli. Nationale MS of this work. 

23. GOKULANATHA MAITHILA 

Rasa-mah drnava 

The author is the celebrated Maithili Smarta 
and Naiyayika Gokulanatlur, son of Pltilmbara and 
Umadev! of Phanadaha family in MangraunI, who 
lived and wrote in Benares at the end of the 17th 
and the beginning of the L 8 th century. The work is 
referred to by himself in his Pada-vakya-ratndlcam 1 . 
He is probably the same as wrote a commentary 


i ABod 246 a. 
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on Mammata, see above p. 18G. His drama Amptd- 
daya (written about 1693 A.D.) has been published 
in Kavyamala 59, 1897 1 . 

24. GAURANARYA 

Laksa na-dipika 

(also called Prabandha-dlpika or Paddrtha- 
dlpikd. Madras Cat. 12951, extract). 

This work, which breaks off with the sixth prakada, 
deals with (1) kdvya-svarupd (2) paribhdsa (3) kdrya- 
laksanabheda (4) kalikotkalikddi (5) udaharna-bheda 
and (6) nayika. The author is described as the son of 
Ayamaprabhu and brother of Mitaraja, who was the 
minister of Singaya Madhava of Recap) a family. 
The work cites Sahitya-cuddmani (of Bhatta Gopala?). 
Another work, apparently in 4 paricchedas, also 
called Laksana-dlpika (consisting of kdrikd and vftti) 
is attributed in the same Catalogue (no. 12952, ex- 
tract) to Gauranarya, but the author is here describ- 
ed as the son of Ayyalu-mantrin, brother of amdtya 
Potama. They may be identical. The latter work 
cites the Alamkdra-samgraha , Kavi-kantha-pds'i, 
Camatkdra-candrika (see above p. 243fn.), Sdhitya- 
candrodaya and Sahitya-ratndkara (of Dharma Suri ?). 
The Kavi-kantha-pdsa, of which two MSS (without 
the name of the author) are noticed in Madras Cat. 
12802-03, appears to be a treatise (said to be based on 
Pingala’s work) on the characteristics of a poet’s per- 
sonal appearance and qualities, on the effect of the 
initial words of a poem, on the auspicious day for 
beginning a composition and so forth. 

J Sec; NFS ) p. J yf. 
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25. GHASI or GHASI RAMA PANDIT A 

a. Rasa-candra {IOC 295). 

b. Rasa-kaumudl {Madras Cat. 12921, ex- 
tract). 

The first work was composed in 1696 A.D. The 
latter work describes the nine rasas. Ramapandita’s 
Rasa-kanmndl in Peterson v 414 refers apparently 
to this work. The Rasa-candra is in 4 chapters, 
dealing with 1 . nayikd-gana-bheda (198 si) 2. ndyaka- 
samgha (85 si) 3. anubhavddi-gana (150 si) 4. rasa 
(162 si). Is this Ghaslraula identical with Ghaslrama 
Bhatta, father Srlnatha who wrote the medical work 
Jagat-prakdsa (Stein pp. 193, 348)? He, however, 
appears to be the same as wrote the Padya-muktdvaU 
(erotic verses). 

26. CANDIDAS A 

Dhva n i-siddhd n l < i- gr< m tha 

The work is referred to by himself in his commen- 
tary on Mainmata. See above p. 173. 

27. CANDRACUDA 

Prastdva-cintdmam (CJlwar 1064, extract 223 ; 
Weber 826). 

The author is described as the son of Purusottama 
Bhatta. For citations in this work, see Weber loc. 
cit. It cites Candrasekara-campu-prabandha which, 
Regnaud thinks, is a campu by Candrasekhara, father 
of Visvanatha (q. v.) It is a work on the art of 
writing poetic descriptions. 
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28. CIRAftJlVA or RAMADEVA CIRAN- 
JIVA BHATTACARYA 

a. Kavya-vilasa 

(Aufreeht i 102b, ii 20a, 193b, iii 22b). 

b. § rnffara-tatim (Aufreeht i 660b). 

The author was the son of Raghavendra (described 
as deary a-mtdvadhdna ) and grandson of Kaslnatha. 
He is the author of the Vidvanmoda-tarangim ( a 
champu) 1 and also of a work on prosody. The India 
Office MS (see IOC iii pp. 043-44, for a detailed 
summary of its contents) of the Kavya-cildsa consists 
of two chapters, dealing with rasa and alamkdra 
respectively, the illustrative stanzas being the author’s 
own. The section on sabddlamkara from this work 
has been printed and inadvertantly included in the 
text of Appayya’s Kuvalaydnanda, published by 
N. S. P. (ed. Vasudeva, 1909) with Asadhara’s com- 
mentary 2 . See above p. 267 fn 2. Cirahjlva wrote his 
Vftta ratndvaU 3 as a panegyric on Yasovanta Sirnha, 
Nayeb-dewan of Dacca under Suja’u-d-daulah of 
Bengal, about saka 1653=1731 A.D. He belongs 
therefore to the first half of the 18th century. 

29. JAYAMANGALA 

Kavi-fAksa (Aufreeht i 88a; Peterson i no. 

120, extract). 

This work is apparently cited by Ratnakantha 
on Stuti-kusumanj ali i 1. The author was a Jain a 

1 See ABod 260-61. 

2 See pp. 97-100 of this edition. 

3 HPS iii no. 280. 
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who wrote at the time of Jayasimha Siddharaja 
(1094-1143 A.D.) and was thus a contemporary of 
Hemacandra 1 . 

30. JINAVALLABHA SURI 
Prasndttara (Hr. Jlfus. no. 42G, extract). 

This is a collection of riddles and verbal puzzles. 
On the author (about 1110 A.D.), see Klatt p. 36, 
and Bhandarkar llejK 1882-83, p. 48, where other 
works of his are mentioned. It is accompanied by an 
avactin by Kamala-mandira. 

31. jIVANATHA 
Alamkara-sekhara (Aufrecht i 32b). 

32. TIRUMALA or TRIMALLA BHATTA 

Alamkdra-maajarl (Aufrecht i 32a, ii 6b, iii 
7b ; extract in ALeip 851). 

This South Indian author was the son of Vallabha- 
bhatta, and his name is also given as Trimmala 
or Tirmala, and sometimes incorrectly as Nirmala. 
The work was written in Benares in 43 verses and 
deals only with arthdlamkdras. The Arthdlamkara- 
maujarl entered under this author’s name in Biihler’s 
Catalogue (1871-73) is probably this work. There 
is a commentary on this, called Madhu-dhdra (Burnell 
57a) by Sudhlndra-yati, pupil of Vijayendra (q.v.). 
Our author appears to be identical with Trimalla 
Kavi, son of Vallabha and grandson of ^ingha^a 
Bhaffa, who wrote some works on medicine (sec ALeip 
1182-85). 


i Peterson i p. 68. 
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33. TRILOCANADITY A 
Natya-locana (Aufrecht i 281b, iii 61a). 

This work (without the author’s name) is exten- 
sively cited, e.g. by Raghavabhatta on Sakuntala 
ed. N. S. R. 1886, p. 7, by Vasudeva on Karpura- 
manjarl, by Raiiganatha on Vikramorotm i J ; by 
Dinakara and Caritravardhaua on Ragha. As Dina- 
kara’s date is 1385 A.D. 1 , this work cannot be placed 
later than the middle or third quarter of the 14th 
century. A commentary, called 0 Locaua-vyakhyd- 
hjaua, by the author himself is mentioned in Oppert 
2695. 

34. TRYAMBAKA 

Nataka-dlpa (Aufrecht i 284 b). 

Three commentaries, one of them being by Rama- 
krsna Pandita, are entered by Aufrecht Joe. cit. One 
of the Deccan College MSS contains a Prakrit com- 
mentary 2 . 

35. DAMODARA BHATTA HARSE 
Alamkara-krama-mala (Aufrecht i 32a) 

36. DEVANATHA 
Rasika-prakdsa (Aufrecht i 497b). 

The author is probably the same as Devanjltha 
Tarkapancanana who wrote a commentary on Mam- 
mata (see above p. 187). A Devanatha is cited by 
Bharatamallika (18th century) on Bhatti x 73. 

1 Nandargikar’s ed. of Raghu, 1897, Pref. p. 17. 

2 Deccan Coll. Catalogue p. 417 no. 38. 
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37. DEYA& ANKARA, sur named Purohita 
Alamkara-manj usa , 

(Aufrecht ii 6b ; Bhandarkar, Hep. 1887-91 p. 
lxiiif, extract). 

The author, a Guzerat Brahmin, was the son of 
NshanSbhai and a native of Raner, (Rander near 
Surat) and lived at Urahpattana (probably OlpjkJ 
in the same district). The work deals with poetic 
figures alone, and the illustrations sing the glorv 
of the Peswas Madhava Rao I and his uncle Raghu- 
natha Rao (1791-1768 A.L).). The author, therefore, 
belongs to the third and fourth quarters of the 18th 
century. 

38. DH ARMADAS A SURI 

Vidagdha-riinkha maiulana, with Vftti 
(Ed. Haeberlin in Kavyasamgraha, Calcutta 
1847, p. 269f. Printed many times in India: 
but ed. N. S. P. 1914 is useful. MSS: 
Aufrecht i 572b, ii 1 35b, 225a, iii 121a). 

Commentaries on this work are numerous : 

(1) By Jinaprabha Suri, pupil of Jinasimha Suri, 
(Weber 1728). For this Jaina writer, whose known 
dates are 1293 and 1309 A.D., see Peterson iv p. 
xxxvii and Klatt’s Onornasticon. His guru Jinasimha 
founded the Laghu-kharatapa-gaccha iu 1275 A.D. 
The date of our commentator, therefore, will be the 
last quarter of the 13th and the beginning of the 14th 
century. 

(2) Commentary by Atmarama. Aufrecht i 573a. 
The full name of this writer appears to be Svatmarama 
Yogjndra. 

38 
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(3) Vidoan-matiorama by Taracandra Kayastha. 
Aufrecht i 573a, ii 135b, iii 121a. For his other 
works, see ibid i 229a. 

(4) Sraoai/a-Ohmaua by Naraluiri Bhatta. 
Aufrecht i 573a. 

(5) Subodhim by Trilocaua. Aufrecht ii 135b 
(extract in Stein p. 27 4). 

(6) Commentary by Sivaeandra. Autreebt iii 
121a. 

(7) 0 tlka by Durgadasa, son of Vasudova and 
pupil ot Bhatta Devacandra. Autreebt ii L35b, iii 
121a. Extract in Peterson iv p. 3G. 

The work of Dharmadasa is in 4 paricchedas, deal- 
ing with enigmatology and citru-kavya. The concluding 
verse in the Bombay edition of the text (wanting in 
Br. Mus. MS, Bendall no. 427), as well as the first 
verse (which invokes &auddhoduni) and the colophon 
to Jinaprabha’s commentary, makes the author a 
Buddhist ascetic. The known dates of Jinaprabha 
put the limits of Dharmadasa’s date earlier than 
the last quarter of the 13th century. This work is 
also cited by name by Kunuirasvamin (p. 122 = iv 1), 
by Raya-mukuta on Amara 1 , and quoted in the 
Paddhaii ot Sarngadhara. These citations them- 
selves would put the date of our author earlier than 
the 14th century. 

39. DHARMASUDHI or DHAKMA SURI 
iSdhityarratndkara 

(ed. by Tiruvenkatacarya with commentary, 
Madras 1871 ; ed. Nellore 1885. Aufrechti 

i Composed 1431 A.D. : see Bhandarkar Rep. 1883-84, 

p. 63. 
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716a, 7051), ii 17 la, iii 148a: Madras Trm 
A 306, extract; Madras Cat. 12970-75 : 
TIPS ii no. 246, extract). 

The author’s name is given variously as Dharma- 
simha or Dharma- pandita. He belonged to a Benares 
family distinguished for the high proficiency of its 
members in philosophical studies, and his genealogy 
is thus given (Hultzsch i p. 70) : Tripurari— ►Dharma— ► 
Parvatesa— ►Dharma Sari. He was also the author 
of a drama, called Naraka-dhvamsa (a vydyoga) or 
Narakdmra- oijaya 1 . The author is cited by Anan- 
tarya (q. v.) in his Kavi-samaya-kallol a. A com- 
mentary on this Sahitya-ratndkara, called (l Nauka, 
by Venkata Suri is mentioned in Madras Trm B 444 
and Madras Cat. 12974-75. Venkata Suri was the 
son of Laksmana Suri and Suramamba, and grand- 
son of Brahmantara-vani and disciple of V enktacarya. 
The Sahitya-ratnakara is in 10 tarangas, dealing 
with the conventional topics of the science. Dharma 
Suri must have been later than Vidyanatha • for in 
one of his verses he anonymously ridicules Vidyanatha' s 
method of praising his patron {alamkriyah puma * 
taraili pranltdh f prayogitdh kmcana nmjakena j 
kaiicit tu kuksimhharibhir nibadhah J ksodxyasa, 
kmcana, ndyakena) 

40. NARASIMHA or NRSIMHA KAVI 
Nahj ardj a-yaso -L h nsana 

(Aufrecht i 274b, ii 59b, iii 59b ; Madras Trm 
A 19; Madras Cal. 12H96-99). 

The author, son of tSivarama-sudhT-mani, was 

I Ed. Madras 1884; Ilultzch 323, Aufrecht i 277a. 



300 


SANSKRIT POETICS 


patronised by Nanjaraja, whose name is borne by 
the title of his work and whose glory it sings in the 
illustrative verses. This prince flourished in the 
beginning of the 17 th century. Narasimha also 
wrote a drama called Qandrakald~parinaya l . 

41. NARASIMHACARYA or VENKATA 

NRSIMHA KAVI 

Alamkare ndu-iekharci 

(. Madras Cat. 12978, extract, contains the first 
prakarana only). 

This South Indian author was the son of Dasaroa- 
carya of Srlsaila family, and wrote a commentary on a 
work on music, called Santa- vilma, composed by Sub* 
rahmauya SudhI ( alias Harisaba Kavindra) son of 
Kariraya and grandson of Krsnaraya of Cari§gusala 
village. He refers to a GUormanjarl by this Hafis&ba 
Kavindra and to a caippu of his own called, J&tvafc 
pariti&ya. The work on Alamkara mentioned above 
deals with (1) imyaka-laksatpa (2) kaoya-soariqxi {3} 
rasa-laksana , especially kfngara (4) dosa and yum and 
(5) alamkara. Our author also wrote a commentary, 
called also Alatiikareudu-sekhara, on some kdrikm on 
Poetics, entitled Laksana^malika 2 . 

42. NARAHARI StJRl 

Masa-uirupana 

This work and the author are mentioned by 
Kumarasv&min at p. 224. 

1 SgS i no. 45 (called Cattdrakali-kalya na ) p. 5, 82. 

2 S^e Madras Cat. 12955 extract ; SgS i 98*99 extract, 
also p. 11. 
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43. NARAYANA DEYA 

Alamkitrar candrika 

This work is referred to by the author himself 
in his Samglta-narayana 1 . The author, also called 
Gajapati-vlra-narayanadeva, was the son of Padma- 
nabha and disciple of Purusottama Misra. 

44. NlLAKANTHA DIKSITA 

Citramtmamsa-dosa-dhikktira (Aufreeht iii 
40 b). 

For the work and the author, see above pp. 

266,. 269 and fn. 

45. PUftJARAJA 

a. Dhvani-pradipa (Aufreeht i 273b). 

b. Kdwyd lamkara-Mmpyra bodha or &tiiu~pra,- 

bodhdlamkarra. (Aufreeht i 103a). 

The author was the son of Jlvana and Maku, of 
the Srlmala family of Malabar ( mdlabhara ), and his 
genealogy is given thus : Sadhu-sadepala— ►Kora (a?)— ► 
Pama (a?)— >Gova->Yampaca->J Ivana. Jlvana's bro- 
ther Megha and himself were ministers of Khalaci 
Sahi Gayasa ; and Jlvana had two sons Punja and 
Munja. Punja became king, but abondonrag his 
kingdom to his younger ^brother, devoted himself to 
#tudy, and wrote some works*. The colophon 8 he 
PufijarSja’s Sarsvata-tlka says srlmdlakula-SriMitlar 
b%$4*a&ri-ptmj <%rdj a 0 on which Bhandarkar remarks 
that Punjaraja was the ornament of the Malava 

1 A Bod 2 oi. 

2 Beterscm v pp. xliii, 166 - 69 . 

3 Peterson v p. 169 ; AFl 181 . 
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circle*. Aufrecht thinks that the patron of Punja’s 
father and uncle was Ghiym Shah KM\]l of Malava 
(about 1475 A.D.) and that Punjaraja must have 
lived at the end of the 1 5th and the beginning of the 
16th century. 

46. PUNDARlKA 

Nataka-lakmtja (Aufrecht i 284b; SC If 308). 

47. PrNDARlKA RAM ES VAR A 

Ilma-sindhu (Aufrecht iii 106a). 

48. PURUSOTTAMA SUDHlNDRA 

Kavitdoatara (Aufrecht i 87a). 

The work is dedicated to one Nagabhiipala. A 
Purusottama is cited by Visvanatha in his Sahitya- 
darpana, see above p. 2 36, fn 4. 

49. PRABHAKARA BHATTA 

a. Rasa-pradij>a 

(Aufrecht ii 1 1 5 b, 220a. Weber 823 ; SCO vii 
42, extract in both). 

b. Alarnkwri-r- thrifty a, cited in his Rasa- 
pradlpa. 

The author was the son of Madhava Bhatta and 
grandson of Ram es vara Bhatta, and younger brother 
of Ragunatha and Visvanatha, the last of whom he 
calls his ‘ vidya-guru ’. The Rcisa-pradipa was com- 
posed in samvat 1640 = 1 583 A.D. (Weber loo. cit.)* f 

1 Rep. 1882-83, p. 12 ; cf also the colophon to his Sim- 
prabodha quoted in op. cit. p. 199. 

2 The date given in SCC vii no. 42 is samvat 1 170 ■» 1 1 14 
A.D : but this must be a mistake. 
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According to Hall (p. 181) Prablulkara was born 
in 1564 A.D. His Laghu-sapta-mtika-stotra, an 
epitome of the Devimahatniy a was written in 1629 
A.D. He belongs therefore to the last quarter of 
the 16th and the first quarter of the 17th century. 
The JRasa-pradlpa consists of three aiokas dealing 
with (l) kcwy a- laksaua (2) rasa-oiveka (3) oyanjaua- 
idrupana. He cites Sriharsa Misra, Misra, Ruci- 
natha, Dharmadatta, Loeanakara ( A1 >hinavagupta), 
Pradlpakrt, Sahityadarpana-kara. The Dharmadatta 
may be the same as quoted by Vis'vanatha in his 
fiahitya-darpana. Atlanta in his commentary on 
Aryasaptasati quotes a Rucinatlm Misra as a writer 
on Poetics. For Prabhakara’s other works, see 
Aufrecht i 353b. 

50. BALADEVA 

opngara-hara (Kielhorn, Rep. 1880-81, p. 71). 

The author is described as son of Kesava. MIS 
dated in samvat 1845. 

51. BALADEVA VIDYABHUSANA 

Kavya-kaustubha 

(x\.ufrecht i 101a, ii 19b, 193b, iii 22b). 

This work, in 9 prabhaa , having the same arrange- 
ment and subject-matter .as in the Ktivya-prakasa, 
is by Baladeva who was a commentator on Mammata, 
(see above pp. 184-5). 

52. BALAKRSNA (PAYAGUNDA) 

Alarpkara-sara (Aufrecht i 32b). 

A work of this name is cited by Jayaratha ; also 
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in Bidder's Catalogue 1871-73. Our author should 
lie distinguished from the unknown writer of this work 
arid is probably identical with Balakrspu Paya«up4 H 
(Balambhatta) who wrote a commentary on Appa- 
yya’s CUra-mimatma. See above pp. 199,273. This 
Balakrsna may also lie the same as the teacher of 
Mahadeva (who wrote the drama Adbhutardarpaqd), 
and as such a contemporary of Nilakantha whose 
known date is 1037 A.D. 

53. B HAS K ARACAKY A 

Sahitya-hilloliul {Madras Cat. i 2904 , ex- 
tract). 

The author is described as a descendant of 
Varadaguru of $r!vatsa-gotra, and a resident of 
Bhutapun or SrTperumbudur. Tlie verses are taken 
copiously from several well-kuown rhetorical works, 
c.g. Mammata, the Bhuva-prakasa etc. The author 
states his indebtedness to the Rasa rn ava-sudhdkara 
of ^iugabhupala ; hence he should be placed later than 
the middle of the 1 4th century. The topics dealt 
with are prabaudha-bheda, ndtya, nftya, vastu, sandhi 
nayakarlsxkqam, mpaka and ktwya-laksana. 

54. BHAVA MISHA or MI&RA BHAVA 

t^ffigara-sarasi 

(Aufreeht i 661a, ii 158a, 230b ; SCC vii 43, 
extract). 

The author of this treatise on amorous sentiments 
is described as the son of Misra Bhafaka. 
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55. RHIMASENA DIKSITA 

a. Alamkara-saroddhnra 

b. Alamkara-adra-sthiti or Kuvalayduauda- 
khamlana. 

He refers to both these works in his Sudha-sagara 
commentary oy Mammata (see p. 183-4). For the 
latter work see Aufrecht ii 23a. 

56. BHlMESVARA BHATTA, sou of Raiiga- 

bhatfa 

liasa-mroasva (Burnell 57a). 

57. BHtJDEVA SUKLA 

llasa-vildsa (Aufrecht i 40Gb, ii 116b, iii 106a). 

The author, son of Sukhadeva, belongs to the lGth 
century. For his other works, see Aufrecht i 414b. 
The India Office MS of the present work contains only 
3 stavakas and the beginning of a 4th. Our author 
is the same as Bhudeva iSukla who wrote the drama 
Dharma-vijaya, see Mitra i p. 37; Weber 1561: 
IOC vii p. 15‘J6 (ed. Granthamala iii 188b). 

58. MANASIMHA 

Sdhitya-sdra (Aufrecht i 716a). 

59. MOHANADASA 

Rasddadhi 

The work is cited by himself in his commentary 
on the Mahdudtaka ( ABod 143a). The author was 
the son of Kainalapati. 

39 
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60. Y A JN V AKA DIKSITA 

a. Alatnkara-raghava (Autrecht i 32a) 

b. Akimkara-sTtrydduya (Autrecht i 32b) 
e. Sahilya-ratndkara (Autrecht ii 171a). 

The author was the son of Carakari (Cerukiiri) 
Kondu Bhafta, and probably a nephew of Laksml- 
dhara (q. v.) 1 . He may be identical with Yajnesvara 
already mentioned as a commentator on Mammafa. 
(see p. 188) The first-named work is so called 
from the circumstance that the examples all refer to 
Rama. 

61. YASASVIN KAVI 

Sdhitya-hxutUhala and its commentary Ujjoahi- 
pada (Aufrecht i 715b, ii 171a). 

The author is described as the son of Go pal a and 
Kasi. The India Office MS iii ]>. 337) was copied 
in 1730 A.D., and contains only the first chapter 
which deals with enigmatology and cUra-kuvya. 

62. RATNABHtjSANA 
Kavya-kaumudi (UPS ii no. 35, extract). 

This work in 10 pariccdedas is apparently a very 
modern composition by a Vaidya Pandit of East 
Bengal. It deals with (1) nama (2) lihgadi (3) 
dhatu-pratyaya (4) kavya-laksana (5) dhvani (6) gunl- 
bhuta-vyangya (7) guna (8) and (9) alamkara (10) 
dosa, the first three chapters being devoted to grammar. 
The date saka 1781 ( = 1859 A.D.) may be the date 
of its composition (UPS ibid preface p. viii). 

i See SgS ii p. 65. 
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63. RAVIGUPTA ACARYA 

Loka-samvyavaliara (Aufrecht i 546a). 

A poet of this name, with the title bhadanta, 
wrote a Candraprabha-vijaya 1 . He is cited in the 
Paddhati of Sarngadhara (237, 351, 384) and the 
SubhasitdvaU of Vallabha 2 , as well as by Yasodhara 
on Vatsyayana (I. 3. 16). 

64. RAGHAVA CAITANYA 

Kavi-halpalatd (Aufrecht i 87a). 

Possibly tlie poet of the same name cited in the 
Paddhati as Raghavacaitanya Srtcarana (71, 168, 
877, 1557-8), which title apparently indicates that 
he was a well-known Vaisnava. Is this the Kavikalpa- 
lata-kara quoted by Kesava Mis'ra (see above p. 
262f) ? In the colophon to the codex containing 
Devesvara’s Kavi-lcalpalatd in SCO vii no. 7 (cf. ABod 
21 lb), the reading is magha-caitanya-viracita-kavi- 
kalpalatdydh etc. This may be a corruption of or 
mistake for the name Raghavacaitanya, whose work 
may have got mixed up with that of Devesvara himself. 

65. RAJACtJDAMANI PlKSITA 

a. Kavya-darpana (Aufrecht i 101a, ii 19 b, 
193b, iii 22b; Madras Trm A 191 ; Madras 
Cat. 12809-814; with the commentary of 
Ravi-pandita). 

b. Alamkara-cudamani cited in his Kavya- 
darpana ( Madras Cat. 12809), or Alam- 

1 See Peterson i App. p. 68 ; iv p. civ. 

2 See introd. pp. 99-100. 
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kdra-siromani (Hultzsch i extract p. 86). 
MS in Rice 280 (anonymous). 

The author, who is a well-known South Indian 
poet, was the son of Satyamangala Ratnakheta Sri- 
nivasa Dlksita and KamaksI, and step-brother of 
Kesava Dlksita and Sesadrisekhara Dlksita. He was 
the grandson of Bhavasvamin and Laksml, and great- 
grandson of Krsiiabhatfa Dlksita, and pupil of Ardha- 
narlsvara Dlksita who was his brother (Hultzsch 
ii p. x). His genealogy and a long list of his other 
works are given in the concluding verses of his 
Kavya-daryana 1 and in his Ananda-rdghava 2 . The 
Kavya-daryaiia in ten ullasas, as well as his other 
work on Poetics, deals with the poetic figures. The 
family to which he belonged was known as atirdtra 
yojin. Srinivasa Atiratrayajin in Aufrecht i t>72a is 
identical with Rajaeudamani’s father. He lived in 
Surasamudra in Tondlra (between Tanjore and 
Madura). Cf Sten Konow, hid. Drama p. 94. 
For his other works see Aufrecht ii 117b, Hultzsch 
i pp. ix-x. His Kamalinlrkalahaima and tSankard- 
bhyudaya have been published by Srivanivilasa Press. 

66 . rama Barman or ram a kavi 

Ndyika-varnana in 49 stanzas {Madras Cat. 

12901). 

67. RAMACANDRA 
Ndtaka-ddryana (Peterson v p. 188). 

This work is apparently cited by Rahganatha 

1 extract in Madras Cat. 12809 and Hultzsch i pp. 85-6. 

2 Madras Cat. no. 12495. 
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on Vikramorvasl and Bharatamallika on Bhatti. It is 
in four vivekas , dealing with Dramaturgy. The author 
is conjectured to be the one-eyed pupil of Jaina 
Hemacandra 1 . He also wrote a drama called Raghu- 
vilasa 2 or Raghu-vildpa 3 where he mentions four 
other works by himself. 

68. RAMACANDRA NYAYAVAGlSA 
Kavya-candrika (Aufrecht i 101a, 778b), with 

commentary called Alamkdra-manjusd 
(ed. Comilla 1885; Dacca 1886 with com- 
mentary of Jagabandhu Tarkavagisa ; 
Bombay 1912, with commentary Aim Aar a- 
manjuso). 

A Bengal writer described as the son of Vidyil- 
nidhi 0. Is he identical with Nyayavaglsa Bhatta- 
carya, author ot the Kavya-mahjavi commentary on 
the Kuvalaydtiauda (see p. 273) ? 

69. RAMA SUBRAHMANYA 
Alamkdra-sastra-samgraha (Hultzsch 1562). 

70. LAKSMlDHARA DIKSITA 

a. Alamkara-muktdvali (Aufrecht i 32a) 

b. Rasa-manjari, cited by himself in his com- 
mentary on the Gita-govinda. 

The author was the son of Yajnesvara and 
Sarvambika .(or Ambikamba), grandson of Timmaya 
Somayajin, and brother and pupil of Kondubhafta. 
He bore the surname of Daksinamurti-kinkara. His 

1 Peterson iv pp. 16-7, Bidder's Hemacandra p. 44. 

2 Peterson V 145* 

3 Btihler Kashmir Rep. p. xlix. 
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family came from Cerukuru on the Krsna river, which 
Hultzsch thinks to be identical with modern Pedda- 
cerukuru near Bapatla. He is identical with Laksmi- 
dhara, author of the Prakrit grammar SadOhasa- 
candrika, and also wrote commentaries on the Anargha- 
raghava, Prasauiia-mghava and Glta-goviuda. In 
the first of these commentaries it is said that after 
having led the life of a householder for a long time, he 
travelled to different countries and conquered all 
literary opponents, and then having renounced the 
cares of the world he became a sannyasin or yati 
with the name Ramananda or Ra. i nan an das' r a m a, 
under a guru called Krsnasrama. Laksmldhara (who 
is also sometimes called Laksmanabhatta or Laksmana 
Suri) was patronised by Tirumalaraja, probably Tiru- 
mala I of the Vijayanagar dynasty 1 , to whom his 
Sruti-ranjani commentary on Jayadeva’s Glta-govinda 
is sometimes attributed 3 . 

71. VALLABHA BHATTA 

Alamkara-kaumudl (ed. Granthamala ii, l 889). 

A short treatise of very recent times, dealing 
with poetic figures, the illustrations being in praise 
of Rama. 

72. VASANTARlJA 

Natya-sastra 

The author is known as the king of Kumaragiri 

1 El Hi p. 238 Table. 

2 See Hultzsch 21 12, figR ii pp. 203-5. See also SgS 
ii pp. 63-5, 67; Hultzsch iii pp. viii-ix. 
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and quoted by Katayaveina as his patron 1 . The work 
is cited -by Kumarasvamin as vamnta rajlya y>. 178, 
by Malliniitha on-' Sim ii 8 and by Sarvananda on 
Amorakosa 2 . These -citations make it clear that this 
metrical work on dramaturgy can not be later than 
the 14th century. This Natya-sastra is also men- 
tioned in a commentary on the Southern recension of 
the tSakioutala by Katayaveina whoj is discribed as 
a minister of king Vasantaraja of Kumaragiri. This 
commentary yiroposes to follow the exyiosition of 
Vasantaraja’s Ndtya-mstra ( IOC vii p. 1575-76). 

73. VITTHALESVARA or VITTHALA 

DlKSITA 

a. lliti-vrtti-laksaua (Kielhorn, Central 
Vror. Cat. p. 104) 

b. IS pi gara-rasa-m midaua (Autrecht i 661a, 
ii 158a, 230b, iii 137b). 

The author, also called Agnikumara, was the 
son of Vallabliacarya the famous religious reformer, 
and brother of Goplnatha, and father of seven sons, 
Giridhara, Raghunatha and others. He was born 
in 1515 A.D. For his other works, see Autrecht 
i 572a, and b, L35a, 225a, iii 121a. 

74. VIDYA.Ri.MA . 

llasa-diryhiha, (Peterson iii no. 336). 

75. VISVANATHA 

Sahitya-sudha-siudJm (Autrecht ii 171a, 234a). 

This South Indian author, who wrote in Benares, 

i Burnell 173a. 2 SgiS ii p. 30. 
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was the son of Trimala or Triraalla Deva, and grand- 
son of Ananta of Dharasura city on the Godavari. 
Stein’s Kashmirian MS 1 is dated in 1602 A.D. 2 He 
quotes at the beginning of his work from Mammafa 
and Bhoja, and elsewhere cites Candldasa (probably 
the same as the commentator on Mammata) and 
Mahimabhatta. The work is in eight taraiigas. 
Visvanatha also wrote a drama called Mrgdnkalekha. 

76. VlSVESVARA BHATTA 

a. Alamkara-kaustubha 

(ed. Kavyamala 66, 1898 ; Aufrecht i 31b, 
772b, ii 6a, 188a; Madras Cat. 12792-93) 

b. Alamkara-muktdvaU (Aufrecht i 32a, ii 
6b, 188a iii 7b ; Madras Cat. 12792-3, 
extract) 

c. Alavnkara-kuhju-pradipa (Aufrecht i 31b, 
ii 187b) 

d. Kavmdra-karndbharaua (ed. Kavyamala 
pt. 8, 1891) 

e. Rasa-candrika ( Madras Cat. 12927 ; Stein 
63). 

The author was the son of Laksmldhara and was 
born in Alraoda, where his descendants still live. He 
flourished in the beginning of the 18th century and 

1 Jammu Cat. p. xxix. 

2 Stein speaks of a MS “transcribed from an auto- 
graph copy of the author. In the colophon referring to this 
original copy, which is added by another hand at the end 
of the Jammu MS, the date samvat 1659 (= A.D. 1602) can 
be made out with difficulty.” 
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died about its middle at the age of 34 1 . Ill the 
first work, the author refers to two dramas called 
8 riigara-manjari (sattaka) and liu kmi m -pari n ay a 
by himself ; and the latest writers that he quotes 
appears to be Appayya Dlksita and J agannatha. He 
cites also Mallinatha (p. 69) as a commentator on 
Daijdin (see above p. 73), Candidasa (pp. 125, 166), 
Mahesvara (p. 49, 111) who is probably the com- 
mentator on Mammata, cited as Nyayalamkara (p. 
82)^ as well as a work called Kavya-dakinl. The 
Nyayapancanana, so extensively quoted, is probably 
Jayarama Nyayapancanana, another commentator on 
Mammata. He gives the name of his elder brother as 
Umapati (p. 387). The second work of our author, 
as he himself says, was written as an easier and 
briefer manual for beginners, after his first more 
extensive work. The fourth work deals in four 
chapters with enigmatology and citrahavya (58 
varieties). The fifth work deals with the different 
classes of heroes and heroines, and their characteristics. 
Visvesvara was a scholiast of considerable activity 
and also wrote a commentary, called Vyangydrtha- 
kaumudl or Samanjascirtha on Bhanudatta’s 1 lasa- 
manjari (see above p. 252). For his other works, 
see Aufrecht ii 139b. The Kavyamala editors (viii 
52) mention two other works Kavya-tilaka and 
Kavyarratna by Visvesvara. 

77. VISVESVARA KAVICANDRA 

This author and his work are mentioned above p. 
243 fn. 


i See Kavyamala pt. viii pp. 5 r *5 2 f n * 
40 
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*78. VISNUDASA 

a. Sisu-prabodka Alamhara (A FI 469) 

b. Kavi-kautuka cited by himself in chapter 
. vii of the above work. 

The author was the son of Madliava. The 
Florentine MS, referred to above, contains only 
chapters 6 and 7, which deal with artha-guna and 
sabddlamkdra respectively. 

79. VIRA MARA YANA 

Sahitya-cintamaui with a commentary 
(Aufrecht i 715b, also called 0 cufldmam , 
3Iadras Cat. 12965-68. extract). 

According to the colophon, Vlra Narayana is the 
author ; but in the work itself he is in the vocative 
case and praised, as in the Pratapa-rudra. The 
alleged author seems to-be the same as the Reddi- 
prince Verna of Kondavldu (end of the 14th and 
and beginning of the 15th century), the hero of the 
Vemabhupala-carita or Vlrau dray ana- car it a 1 ot 
Abhinava Bhatta Bana (ed. ^rivanl-vilasa Press). 
There is also a reference to Pedakomati Vemabhupiila 

who is the same person. A commentary called 

>* 

Sphgara-dipika on the Amaru, -sataka is attributed 
to Viranarayana (Aufrecht ii 14 lb) or Vemabhupala 
( ibid i 609b). The Sdhit ya-c l ntamaui consists of 
seven chapters which deal with (1) dhvani (2) sabdd- 
rtha (3) dhvani-bheda (4) gmfibhuta-cyangya (5) dose i 
(6) guna (7) alamkara. Possibly this is the work 
cited under the name Sahitya-cintamaui by Kumara- 
svamin (p. 97) and in the Vftti-vdrttika (p. 4). 

i Burnell 162a; also see 58a. 
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80. VIRE&VARA PANDIT A (BHATTA- 

CARYA), surnamecl Sri vara 

Rasa-ratndvall ( IOC 1257). 

This Vires vara is the son of Laksmana and father 
of Venldatta, the last of whom, besides being the 
author of the Alamkdra-candrodaya y wrote a com- 
mentary on Bhanu’s Rasa-tarangiin (see above p. 
253). The present work quotes Rudrabhatta’s 
Spigdra-tilaka, and is limited chiefly to sfiigdra-rasa 
and treatment of the nayikas. 

81. V EC ARAM A NYAYALANKARA 

Kavya-ratndkar a 

The author was a Bengal writer, son of Rajarama. 
He mentions this work in his Ananda-tarangim, 
which is an itinerary from Candannagar to Benares 
(Mitra 305). He also wrote a work on jyotisa, and 
is probably identical with Vecarama, who wrote a 
commentary on Devesvara’s Kavi-kal palatd (see above 
p. 214). 

82. VENKATA NARAYANA DIKSITA 

Spiigdra-mra (. Madras Cat. 12958-9, extract). 

The author, son of Karnes vara Vaidika of the 
Godavarti family and Laksrnl, refers in this work to 
his larger Sfrigara-sardvali for fuller treatment. The 
present work consists of six ullasas dealing with (1) 
kdvya-svaiAtpa (2) ndyaka-ndyikd-laksanarvibhaga (3) 
nayakddi-sahaya-nirupana (4) rasa-bhdva.svarnpa 
(5) caturvidha-srngara (6) dasanipaka-svarupa. The 
author is said to have composed works in eight 
languages. 
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83. VENKATAOARYA, surnamed Tarkalam- 

kara Vsl<jdsvara 

O 

Alamkara- ka ust ■> ibha (Aufreeht i 3 lb, iii 7b; 

Madras TrmB 3L9a; Madras Cat. 12785-89). 

This writer, son of Annayacarya Diksita of 
Tirumala Bukkapatnam, should be distinguished from 
the poet Vehktacarya (author of the Visvagmddarsa ) 
who was the son of Raghunatha and grandson of 
Appayya. For his other works, see Aufreeht i 600a. 

84. VENKAPAYYA PRADHANA 

A! arghdra- mani-dari >ai/a (Rice 280). 

86. VENIDATTA S ARM AN, TARKA- 

VAGlSA BHATTACARYA, surnamed 

Sri vara 

Alamhara-candrodaya ( IOC 235). 

This author, son of Vires vara (q.v.) also wrote a 
commentary on Bhilnudatta’s Ilasa-taraitgini (q.v.). 
His genealogy is given thus : Mahldhara (a mantrika 
of Kaslpati)— vKalyana— vLaksmana— ►Vlresvara. He 
had the surname Sri vara and belonged to ndgacchatra- 
dhara-dmj 6t t ama-kvla. The Alttmkara-candrodaya 
is in 6 all asas dealing with (J) kavya-svarlipa (2) 
kavya-vibhaga (3) dosa (4) guna (5) alamkara and 
and (6) uparna. 

86. &ANKHA, § ANKH ADH AR A or 

£aNKHACUPA (sometimes called 

Sankara 

Kavi-karpati 

(Aufreeht i 86b, 777b, ii 6b, iii 1 8b. Ed. 

Durbhanga 1892) 
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Tlie word kavi-karpati means “ the ragged cloth 
of a poet,” and the work is a strange effort at supply- 
ing a profuse stock of expressions which may be 
of use in poetic compositions for ideas of frequent 
occurrence. Various ways of expressing one and the 
same thought are indicated to suit various metres. 
The author, who also wrote the hatakamelaka-praha- 
sana (ed: Kavyamala 20, 1 889), was the court-poet 
of m> ihauidtulr th kddh iraj < i, Govinda-nrpati, king of 
Kanyakubja, and wrote in the first half of the 12th 
century (about 1113-1143 A.D.). His verses are 
quoted in the anthologies of Sarhgadhara (nos. 155, 
3632) and Jalhajja, and in the »S ahilya-darparia (ad 
iii 219 p. 176, (juror girah panca, anonymously). The 
verse cited under Karpatika in Ksemendra’s Aucitya- 
vicuro (under A/ 15) is attributed to Matrgupta by 
Kalhana (iii 181) and in the SuUiasitavah 1 (3181). 

87. SATAKARNl 

cited as a writer on Dramaturgy (on sutra- 
dhara) by Sankara in his commentary on 
Sakuntala* . 

88. SAMBHUNATHA 
Al<imkara-laksa»a (Autreeht iii 7b). 

89. SANTARAJA 

Alamkara-cintapiani (Madras Trm A 1). 

The author, who probably belonged to the 18th 
century, was the son of Padmapandita. 

1 See Peterson’s paper on Aucitya-vicara, 1885, p. 21. 

2 ABod 135a. Mention is also made of an anonymous 
work Kavi-kantha-hara. 
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90. Si V ARAM A TRIPATHIN 

a. Rasa-ratna-hara and its commentary 
Laksml-vihara (ed. Knvyamala pt. 6, 1890 
pp. 118-140“ Anfrecht i 496, ii 116a and b, 
iii 106a) 

b. A lamkara-samud'jaka, cited at the end <4 
his 1 lavanapuravadha, where he gives a 
list of his own 34 works. 

For the author, son of Krsnrama and grandson 
of Trilokacandra, and brother of Govindarama, 
Mukundarama and Kesavarama, see JAOS xxiv 57- 
63. He appears to be a comparatively recent writer, 
quoting Paribhdsendu-sekhara, which alone will 
suffice to place him in the beginning of the 18th 
century. He is identical with the commentator on 
the Vasavadatta (see ed. Bibl. Ind.) ; for in this 
commentary he refers to his Rasa-ratna-hara pp. 4, 
9, 193, 206, 207. This work, in 100 stanzas, deals 
with the characteristics of rasa and nay aka-nay ikct, 
and quotes extensively Bhanudatta and Damrupaha. 
For his other works, see Aufrecht i 652b, ii 155b; 
also Stein Jammu Gat. p. 292. He also appears 
to have written a commentary ( Visama-padi) on 
Mammata (see Kielhorn, Central Prov. Gat. p. 104) 
and a work on metrics called Kavya-laksmi-prakaia. 

91. SOBHAKARAMITRA 

AlamJcara-ratndkara 

(Biihler Kasmir Rep. App. p. cxxviii : 
Peterson i p. 12, extract 77-81) 

The author was the son of Trayisvaramitra. The 
poet Yasaskara of Kashmir extracted the sutras from 
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this work and wrote his J)evl-stotra for the purpose 
of illustrating them. These sutras will be found • 
given in Peterson, loc. cit. See above p. 279. 
Aufrecht i 32a, ii 6b. The date of Sobhakara is not 
known, but from the definitions of alamJcaras given, 
he appears to be a comparatively recent writer, 
considerably later than Ruyyaka. But as he is 
quoted by Jagannatha (p. 202 = sutra 11) and pre- 
sumably by Appayya, he is earlier than the end of 
the 16th century. 

92. SRIKANTHA 

llusorkaumudi (Aufrecht i 494a ; the MS 
was copied in xamvat 1652) 

93. gRIKARA MISRA 

Alaytkara-tilaka (Aufrecht i 32a). 

94. Srinivasa diksita 

a. AlamkararkauAubha (Aufrecht i 31b) 

b. Kavy a-darpcw a (Rice 282) 

c. Kavya-sar< t -saingraha (Aufrecht i 102b; 
SGC vii 19) 

d. Sahitya-suksm< i-sarani (Rice 244). 

This author may be identical with Ratnakhefa 
Srinivasa, father of Rajacuckimani Dlksita'(q.v.). If 
this were so, then the Kavya-darpcina above is the 
work of his son bearing the same title (see above p. 
321), mistakenly entered here in most catalogues. He is 
cited by V ehkatacSry a (q.v.). As the first verse of the 
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third work shows, it is in three parts (]) kavya-laksaija- 
samgraha (2) varna-samgraha and (2) subhasita- 
samgraha. It quotes the Kdvya-prakdsa. 

95. SAMARAJA DlKSITA 

Spigardrnt'ta-laharl 

(ed. Kavyaina.la.pt. 14; Aufrecht i GO lb, ii 
L58a, 230b, iii 137b; Madras Cat. 12961). 

The author, also called Syamaraja, was the son 
of Narahari Bindupurandara, and wrote also Tripura - 
sundari-manasa-pTijaiia-stotra (ed. Kavyamala. pt. 9) 
and other poems. He lived in Mathura, where his 
descendants still flourish, at the latter part of the 
17th century. His son Kamaraja, whose iSfhgdra- 
Jcalika-kavya is published in Kavyamala pt. 14, was 
also a poet ; while his grandson Vrajaraja and his 
great-grandson Jivaraja wrote commentaries on the 
Masa-manjarl and Rasa- tar ahgiui of Bhanudatta 
respectively (q.v.). The present work deals with 
rasa, especially sfiigdra, after Bhanudatta. Our 
author wrote his drama Sridama car it a in 1681 
A.D. for the Bundela- prince Anandaraya. Kamaraja 
also appears to have written a Kdvyendu-prakma, 
which is apparently the same work as entered 
anonymously in Bhandarkar, Rep. 1887-91, no. 601. 

96. SUKHADEVA MI&RA 
8fhgara-lata (Aufrecht i 661a). 

A bhasd-wovV, called Rasdrnava , by Sukhadeva 
is mentioned in Peterson iv no. 770 (App. p. 29). 
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97. SUKHALALA 
Alamkara-mahjari (AFl 213). 

The author, pupil of Gahgesa Misra aud his son 
ttariprasada (q.v.), professes to follow the karikas ot 
Jayadeva. Aufrecht thinks he must have flourished 
about 1740 A.D. The work begins with upamd aud 
takes up rupaka, parindma, smftiman, bhrantiman, 
xandeha, atprekm, where the MS breaks off. A 
kavya called S^nyara-mald, composed in 1745, by 
Sukhalala, son of Baburaya Misra, is entered in Stein 
75. 

98. SUDHAKARA PUNBARlKA YAJ1N 
Sfiigara-sdrodadhi (Aufrecht iii 137b). 

99. SUDHINDRA YOGIN 

Alamkara- nikasa ( Madras Oat. 12676, ex- 
tract). 

It is a short work on arth&lamkara. The colo- 
phon gives the author’s name as above ; but in the 
work it is said that the author, following the views 
of ancient and modern authorities on the subject, deals 
with and illustrates the arthdlarpkdras by means of 
examples eulogising the virtues of Sudhlndra Yogin 
who is made out to be a follower of the Madhava 
sect. He is probably the same as Sudhlndra Yati, 
pupil of Yijayendra Yati, who wrote the Madhu-dhara 
commentary on Trimalla Bhafta’s (q.v.) Alarrikara- 
maty ctri (Burnell 57a). The Alaipkara-nikaraa by 
Sudhendra in Oppert 4797 is probably this work. 
A drama called Subhadrd-paritiqtyct is attributed tc 
41 
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Sudhindra Yati in Madras Gat. xxi uo. 12729 and 
a drama called Subhadra-dhanahjaya to Vijayendra 
Yati in ibid no. 12728. 

100. SUNDARA MlSRA 

Natya-pradipa (Aufrecht i 284b, 791a). 

The work is dated in 1613 A.D. It cited by 
RSghavabhatta oil Sakuntald (ed. N. S. P. 1886, p. 6). 
This work repeats verbatim a large portion of the 
Dasarupaka (see pref. to Hall’s ed.). In the work itself 
the Sahitya-darpana is referred to. The author is 
probably the same as Sundara Misra who wrote the 
Abhiramamani-nataka in 7 acts in 1599 A. D. 
(ABod 137b- 138a: Kielhorn Central Prov. p. 68 : 
Wilson ii p. 395). 

101. SOM ANAR Y A 

Natya-cudaraani (Madras Cat. 12998, with 
Telegu commentary). 

This is a work on mimic, dancing and music. The 
author is described as one famous for aqtdvadhanot. 
attention to eight things at a time). 

102. HARIDASA 

Prastava-rat ndkara (Weber 827 ; Aufrecht 
i 360a, ii 212a iii 77a). 

The author was the son of Purusottama of the 
KLarapa family, and the work is a metrical compilation 
dealing with kuta f samasya and enigmatic composition 
in general, as well as miscellaneous subjects including 
niti, jyotiqa etc. It was compiled in 1557 A.D. 
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103. HARIPRASADA 

a. Kdoydrtha-giimpha (Aufrecht ii 2ob) 
li. Kavydloka (Aufrecht i L03a, extract iu 
Peterson iii p. 356-7). 

The second work in seven prakmas is dated in 
ssai/ivat 1734=1728 A.D. A MS of the first work 
bears the date 1775 which is possibly the date also of 
its composition. He is also the author of a work on 
acara (masddi-nirupana) , see Peterson iv p. cxxxvii. 
One Kavydloka is cited by Appayya in his Citra- 
mlmdmsa ; but this must have been an earlier work. 
The Kavydloka cited by Kumarasvamin p. 73 refers 
the Dhvanydloka (p. 221), and is not, as supposed by 
Haricand Sastri (p. 27, no. 234) a reference to the 
present work. The author was the son of Mathura 
Misra Gahgesa. 

104. HARIHARA 

a. Spiigdra-bheda-pradipa (Burnell 59a) 

b. Bindvalamkara , cited in the Ekavall p. 242. 
One Harihara is referred to in the Ekavall p. 19 

as having received amazing wealth from king Arjuna, 
who is suppesed by Bhandarkar and Trivedl (see 
above p. 227) to be identical with Arjunavarman of 
Malava, whose earliest and latest known dates are 
1211 and 1216 A.D. If this Harihara be our author, 
then his date will be the first quarter of the 13th 
century. 

105. HALADHARA RATHA 

Kavya-tattva-vicdra 

(H, P. Sastrl’s Report, 1895-1900, p. 16). 
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( 2 ) 

ANONYMOUS WORKS 

We give below some notable minor works on 
Alamkara, of which the names of the authors are 
unknown : — 

1. A lafiikara-ka rik a . Aufrecht i 31b. 

2. Alamkdra-kaumudl-vydkhyd Madras Cat. 12784. Neither 
the name of the author of the original treatise nor that of 
the commentary is given. It treats of the poetic figures. 

3. Alamkdra-candrikd. Rice 284 (Aufrecht i 32). 

4. Alamkara-darpana in Prakrit, consisting of 134 xloMas 

devoted to the treatment of poetic figures. Monntsber. Bcrl, 
Aknd. 1874, 282. 1 

5. Alarakara-prakarana. AgS i no. 52. 

6 . Alamkdra-prakdkikd. Madras Cat. 12791. it deal*, 
with the poetic figures and quotes from the Kdvya-praki'm.. 

7. A lamkdra-inay Tbkha. Oppert 1754 (Aufrecht i 32). 

8. A lamkat a-vadartha on the Sdhitya-dajpana. HPS i 12. 

9. Alamkdra-samgraha. Madras Cat. 12795. It enumer 
ates and classifies the various poetic figures. 

10. Alamkdra-sarvasva. Madras Cat . 12798. The 
author says that his teacher composed a work on Alamkara 
in praise of king Gopaladeva. It is a treatise on the general 
topics of Alamkara, but the MS is incomplete, breaking off 
With the guna-prakarana. 

11. A laraka rannkramanikd. Oppert 5489 (Aufrecht i 

32b). 

. . 12. Alamkdrewara , cited by Sivarama on VdsavadcUti 
p. 4 - 

13. Kavi-kant ha-pdha. See above p. 292. Madras Cat. 

1 2802. 

14. Kavi-kapalatik#. Burnell 54a. 

15. Kavya-kaBpa. Aufrecht i jQQb,. . 
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16. Kdvya-kaustubha. Oppert ii 361 6 (Aufrecht i 101a). 

17. Kdvya-kaumudl. Mitra 2044 (Aufrecht i 10 1 a). Is 
it the same as Kdvya-kaumudl by Ratnabhusana. 

18. Kdvya-dipika. Oppert 541,636; Madras Cat. 12815. 
A compilation for beginners. Probably the same as Kanti- 
candra’s Kdvya-dlpikd (see p. 287). 

19. Kdvya-pariccheda. Oppert ii 8727. 

20. Kdvya ratna. Oppert ii 6237. See above p. 264. 

21. Kdvya-lakmna. Madras Cat. 12829. It is based on 
the ka rikas of Kdvya-prakdba, but adds a section on drama- 
turgy (cf. Oppert 1793 and ii 6238). 

22. Kdvya-lak$ana-vicdra. Madras Cat. 12979. A com- 
paratively modern work on the general topics of Alainkara, 
citing the Citra-mimdmsa and the Rasa-gahgddhara. 

23. Kavya in t ta- taranginx or Kd vyap rakdsa-kha rulana. 
.Mitra 2674 (Aufrecht i 103a). The MS goes up to the 7th 
nlldsa. 

24. Kdvybpadem , cited by Hemadri on Raghu (Aufrecht 
i 103a). 

25. Daharapaka -vivarana. Madras Cat. 12892. This 
work is not a commentary on the Dasarnpaka , but a short 
treatise, mostly in the nature of a compilation, explaining 
the characteristics of dramatic composition. It may have 
formed the ndlaka- section of some comprehensive work on 
Poetics. 

26. Ndlaka- rat na-kosa, cited by Rayamukuta and Bhanuji. 
A Bod 182b. 

27. Ndtakdvatdra, mentioned by Mohanadasa. ABod 
142a. 

28. Ndtya-darpana, cited by Rahganatha o n Vikramdrva' 8 % 
(ed. N. S. P. 1914, p. 7) and Bharata-mallika on Bhatti xiv 3. 
See p. 308, no. 67 above. 

29. Rasa-kalikd , cited by Vasudeva on Karpura-maftj* 
(Aufrecht i 494a). 

30. Rasa-kamnudl. Peterson V ho. 414. 
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31. Rasa-gandha. Rice 286 (Aufrecht i 494b). 

32. Rasa-gandha ra. Aufrecht i 494b (may be a mistake 
for Rasa-gangadhara of Jagannatha). 

33. Rasa-ratndkara, cited by Mallinatha on Kirata ix 71 
and on Meghadhta (ed. Nandargikar, 1894, PP* 64, 67. 85,91). 
Aufrecht i 496a (commentary by Hrdayarama Misra). An 
anonymous Rasa-ratna-kosa is mentioned in Aufrecht i 495b 
but it may be Kumbha's work of the same name (see p. 288 j. 

34. Rasa-bindu and Rasdmrta-sindhu . Kathvate no. 703 
and 707. 

35. Rasa-viveka . Madras Trtn C 589* f Op pert 

5 144)- 

36. Rasa-samuccaya. Aufrecht i 496b. 

37. Rasa-sagara , cited by Mallinatha on Sim xv 89. 

38. Rasa sudhakara, cited by Mallinatha on Raghu vi 12. 
Is it Rasarnava-sudhakara of &ihgabhupala which Mallinatha 
cites in his com. on Kutndra ? 

39. Rasdkara, cited by Mallinatha on MegkadTUa (ed. 
ibid , p. 87, 97). 

40. Rasika-sarvasva, cited by Narayana on Gxta-govinda 
v 2. 

41. Rakasya, probably an abbreviation of some more 
definite title, cited bv Mallinatha on Kirata iii 60, xiv 40, on 
Rim xiii 10. 

42. S’iigara-kaustubha. Rice 288 ( Aufrecht i 660b). 

43. Si iigara-candrbdaya, cited in Prastava-cintamani. 
Weber i p. 229. 

44. S; ngara-taranginl. Oppert 2465: Rice 288 ( — 
Aufrecht i 660b). 

45. Srngara-pavana. Oppert 5766 (Aufrecht 66 ia). 

46. Srnga ra-mafija r\. Aufrecht i 661a. 

47. Sr<hgara-vidhi. Oppert 5680 (Aufrecht i 66t a). 

48. Srngarddi-rasa. Mitra 606. 

It is not always clear, from the citations or des- 
criptions in the catalogues, whether some of ths 
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works on rasa and srngara uoted here are really 
works on Poetics or partake of the nature of an 
erotic kavya. But care has been taken to exclude 
the latter wherever possible. 

Among very recent publications (in Sanskrit) on 
Poetics, produced late in the 19th century, may be 
mentioned ; 

(1) Alanikara-muktava/i by Ratnasudhisvara, son of 
NIrsimha. (ed. with comm. Ratnahobhakara by Krsna suri. 
Vizagapatam 1897, 1898). 

(2) Alarakara-sTiJra by Candrakanta Tarkalainkara, a 
Bengal Pandit who lived v ithin living memory. (Publ. Cal- 
cutta 1899). 

(3) Yasovanta-jyaso-bkuvana by Pandit Ramakarna in 
praise of the native prince of Rajaputana of that name. (Publ. 
Godhapur 1897). 

(4) Alamkara-ma'ni-hara by Srlkrsna Brahmacarin. 



XXX CONCLUSION 

( i ) 


An attempt has been made in the foregoing 
pages not only to indicate the diversity as well as 
immensity of Sanskrit AJamkara literature, but also 
to settle its relative chronology as a workable basis 
tor an historical treatment. If we leave aside its 
unknown beginnings and Bharata, the historic 
period of its growth covers broadly a thousand years 
from 800 to 1800 A.D., aud is marked a speculative 
activity, surprising alike for its magnitude aud 
its minuteness. This activity in its early stage 
centres round Kashmir, to which place belong most of 
the famous and original writers on Poetics. We do not 
indeed know the place of origin of the two earliest 
writers, Bharata and Bhamaha, but immediately 
after them we find Vamana, IJdbhata, Rudrafa, 
Mukula, Anandavardhana, Lollafa, Bhatta Nayaka, 
Abhinavagupta, Ksemendra, Kuntala, Mammafa 
and Ruyyaka flourishing in Kashmir. The only 
important exception is found in Da^din who was 
probably a South Indian writer. Coming to 
later times we find the study extending itself to 
Central India, Guzerat, the Dekkan and even Bengal. 
In South India, no doubt, this study was kept alive 
by a succession of brilliant, if not very original, 
writers ; but these contributions of later times, 
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though greater ill bulk and sometimes superior in 
a certain acuteness, never supersede the volume of 
original work done in Kashmir, which may be fittingly 
regarded as the home-land, if not the birthplace, of 
the Alamkara-sastra. The writers of Central India, 
Guzerat, the Dekkan and Bengal only carry on the 
tradition, as well as acknowledge the authority,, 
of the Kashmirian originators of the science. 


( 2 ) 

Although our history covers a period of more 
than a thousand years, it is yet marked by several 
well-defined stages. With the date of Anauda- 
vardhana, we arrive for the first time at a distinct 
landmark iu its chronology as well as its history ; 
and we may take it as the central point from which 
we may proceed backwards and forwards, although 
the system of Anandavardhana itself was raised 
to almost exclusive recognition by the classical work 
of Mammata. The mutual relation of this system 
to the other systems flourishing before and after 
Anandavardhana furnishes the best and safest 
criterion for the orientation of the divergent streams 
of thoughts and tendencies, which gather together 
in one clear, dominant and finally authoritative 
doctrine in Mammata. Indeed, one of the obvious 
objects of Anandavardhana’ s work was not only to 
fix the new principle of dhvani in poetry, but also 
to work up and rationalise into a synthetic and 
comprehensive system the already accumulated 
42 
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ideas, elaborated by previous thinkers but flowing 
through different channels in the respective systems 
of Bhamaha, Vamaua and the post-Bharata 
dramaturgic rasa- writers ; while Maminata gathered 
the results up and uttered them in the convenient 
and concise form of a systematic text-book. 


( 3 ) 


Although in Bhamaha’s Ka vyuJ ay ika ra , the 
earliest known work on Poetics, we meet for the 
first time with a more or less systematic scheme 
of Poetics, there is enough evidence to show that 
it must have been preceded by a period, covering 
perhaps several centuries, of unknown beginnings. 
All that we know of this period consists of glimpses 
of rhetorical speculations, such as we may find in 
Bharata, in the recorded opinions of (or stray refer- 
ences to) pre-Bhamaha writers like Medhavin, or 
in such treatises on Alamkara as was presumably 
utilised by the kavya - poets in general and by Bhafti 
in particular. This period begins with the enumera- 
tion and definition of only four poetic figures, ten 
gums and ten dosm, but ends with the elaborate 
characterisation of thirty-eight independent figures 
in Bhaffi. But what is important to note in this 
period is Bharata’s more or less elaborate ex- 
position of Dramaturgy, and incidentally of rasa. 
which element however, is considered, not in relation 
to Poetry and Poetics, but in connexion with Drama 
and Dramaturgy. 
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This is followed by a comparatively brief but 
important period of extraordinary fertility and 
creative genius, beginning with Bharnaha and ending 
with Anandavardhana, in which we find most of 
the fundamental problems of Sanskrit Poetics 
discussed and settled in their general outlines. We 
have, on the one hand, Bhamaha, Udbhata and 
Rudrafa, devoting themselves to the consideration 
of those decorative devices of poetic expression 
known as alamkarax (poetic figures), and confining 
themselves chiefly to an external art or theory of 
adornment, from which the science itself takes its 
name and its original tradition. Dandin and 
Vamana, on the other hand, emphasise in poetry 
the objective beauty of representation realised by 
means of what they call marga or nti ( roughly 
‘diction’) and its constituent excellences, the ten 
gums. Both these systems, which emphasise 
respectively the elements of alamkara and riti in 
poetry, content themselves with the working out 
of the outward forms of expression, the advantages of 
which were considered sufficient for poetry. They 
point out the faults to he avoided and the excellences 
to be attained, and describe the poetical embellish- 
ments which should enhance its beauty, insomuch 
so that the whole discipline came to receive the 
significant designation of Alamkara -sastra or the 
Science of Poetical Embellishment. 

Side by side with these early writers, however,, 
we have the commentators on B ha. rata (like Lollat®, 
SaAkuka and others) who were bringing into 
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prominence the aesthetic importance of rasa, the 
consideration of the moods, sentiments and feelings, 
which we find reacting upon and influencing even the 
theorists of rival persuasion (e.g. Dandin, Udbhata, 
Vamana and Rudrata) who betray themselves more 
and more alive to the significance of this element 
in poetry. But the discussion of rasa appears to 
have been, so far, confined chiefly to the sphere 
of the dramatic art, and its bearings on poetry were 
not fully realised until the Dhvanikara and Ananda- 
vardhana had come into the field. 

These new theorists, headed by Anandavardhana, 
maintain that no system of Poetics, like m> system 
of Dramaturgy, can entirely ignore the moods, 
feelings and sentiments, as essential factors in poetry, 
and must therefore find an important place for rasa 
in its scheme. What was thus already established 
in the drama was taken over and applied to poetry, 
profoundly modifying, as it did, the entire concept- 
ion of a lcavya. The rasa came to be considered 
as the “essence” (atman) of poetry ; and in order to 
harmonise it in poetic theory, the new school evolved 
a theory of “suggestion” ( dhvani ) as the means 
of its expression. Not satisfied, however, with 
working up the concept of rasa into their system, 
the new theorists devoted themselves to the 
examination of the already accumulated ideas of 
alamkara and riti (with its constituent gnna and 
dosa), with a view to correlate them to the new idea 
of dhvani (and rasa), and thus by synthesis evolve 
a comprehensive theory of Poetics. 

The interval between Anandavardhana and 
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Mammata was taken up in settling precisely the 
the details of the new system, which was raised to 
almost exclusive recognition by the final text-book 
of Mammata. Its success was so complete that the 
new concept of dhvaai was unquestionably accepted 
by most later writers, and the systems which emerged 
after Mammata could no longer be strictly regarded 
as entirely independent systems. 

( 4 ) 

But a new theory, however systematic or com- 
prehensive, is never accepted without some opposition. 
Ananda's system, no doubt, absorbed and overshadowed 
in course of time all the earlier systems ; but in the 
interval between Anandavardhana and Mammata, 
while it was still striving for supremacy, we find a 
few vigorous but short-lived reactionary movements 
which refused to accept Anandavardhana’ s new inter- 
pretation. Thus we have Kuntala who strove to 
make Bhamaha’s concept of vakrokti elaborate and 
comprehensive enough to include the new ideas, 
Bhatta Nay aka who raised his voice on behalf of 
the rasa-systems against their acceptance, and 
Mahimabhatta who attempted to settle the new 
concept of dhoani with the technical process of 
logical inference. All these writers, however, do 
not deny the newly established doctrine of dhvani, 
but they try to explain it in terms of already re- 
cognised ideas. In spite of these non-conformist schools, 
however, whose feeble opposition languished for want 
of support even in the time of Mammata, the system 
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of Poetics, as rinaliy outlined by Anandavardhana 
and worked out in detail by Mammata and his follow- 
ers, was established without question in almost all 
writings from the 12th century downwards. Here 
and there we have some surviving exponents of some 
ohl tradition, like the Vagbhntas or the followers 
of Bhoja, as well as specialised departments which 
stood apart lik<§ the school of kavisiksd-wviters or 
the erotic rasa-writers ; but in the main, the creative 
days of the science were over, and no new theory 
forthcoming, the system of Anandavardhana, as re- 
presented by Mammata, reigned supreme, even 
influencing, to an obvious extent, -the writers who 
would pretend to stand apart. 

( 5 ) 

These considerations, which will become clearer 
as we proceed in our study of details in the next 
volume, will enable us to fix the rough outlines of 
the history of Sanskrit Poetics and divide it, for 
convenience of treatment, into several periods in 
conformity to chronology and the stages of develop- 
ment through which its doctrines passed. The dim 
beginnings of the science, like the beginnings of most 
other departments of Indian speculation, are hidden 
from us, until it issues forth in the works of Bharata 
and Bhamaha in a more or less self-conscious form. 
Then starts a period, ending with Anandavardhana, 
which may be characterised as the most creative 
stage in its history, a stage in which the dogmas 
and doctrines of the different systems were formulated 
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and settled in their general outlines, giving us at 
least four different systems which emphasise respect- 
ively the theories of rasa, of alamkara , of riti and 
of dhvani in poetry. To this period belong Bhamaha, 
Udbhata and Rudrata, Dandin and Vamana, the 
commentators on Bharata (Lollata, Sankuka and 
others), the Agni-purana, and lastly, the Dhvanikara 
and Anandavardhana. Between Anandavardhana and 
Mammata, we have a third definitive period which 
ends with the ultimate standardisation of a complete 
scheme of Poetics, with the dhvani - theory in its 
centre, in which the divergent gleams of earlier 
speculations are harmonised into a focus, and which 
finds itself finally set forth in a well-defined and 
precise form in the text-book of Mammata. To this 
period also belong the reactionary theorists, like 
Kuntala and Mahimabhatta, as well as Bhoja who 
carries on the tradition of the Agni-purma , and 
Dhananjaya who writes on Dramaturgy. The 
period which follows this is necessarily a scholastic 
period of critical elaboration, the chief work of which - 
consists in summarising and setting forth in a system- 
atic form (generally after Mammata) the results of 
these final speculations, and also in indulging in fine 
distinctions and hair-splitting refinements on minute 
questions. This stage, therefore, is marked by great 
scholastic acumen, if not by remarkable originality 
or creative genius; but at the same time it denotes 
a progressive deterioration of the study itself. The 
branching-off of some specialised and practical groups 
of writers from the main stem is to be explained as 
due rather to this degenerate spirit of the times 
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than to any real split iu the domain of poetic theory 
or to any desire for independent thinking. It is also 
the age of numberless commentators, and comment- 
ators on commentators, who busied themselves with 
the hardly inspiring task of explanation, of expansion 
or restriction of the already established rules. We 
have also now a number of popular writers who 
wanted to simplify the science for general enlighten- 
ment, the lowest stage being reached when we come 
to the manuals and school-books of quite recent 
times. 


( 6 ) 


We may, therefore, conclude here by broadly 
indicating the bearings of the chronological results 
of this volume on our study-in general, in the light 
of which (as well as in the light of what follows in 
the next volume) we may tentatively put forward a 
rough division of the different periods of our history 
noting the different groups of writers comprised iu 
them, with a view to facilitate the study of the pro- 
blems which will confront us in the next volume : 

I. From the unknown Beginnings to Bhamaha. 
(Formative Stage). 

II. From Bhamaha to Anandavardhaua. Circa 
middle of the 7 th to the middle of the 9 th 
century. (Creative Stage). 

(1) Bhamaha,, Udbhata and Rudrata 

(alar/ikara-theory) 

(2) Da^din and Vamaua (ri^i -theory) 
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(3) Lollata, SSankuka, Bliatfa Nayaka 

and others {rasa- theory) 

(4) The Agni-purana 

(5) The Dhvanikara and Anandavardliana 

{dhvctui- theory). 

III. From Anandavardhana to Mammata. Circa 

middle of the 9th to the middle of the 1 1th 
century. (Definitive Stage). 

(1) Abhinavagupta 

(2) Kuntala 

(3) Mahimabhatta 

(4) Rudrabhatta and Dhananjaya 

(5) Bhoja. 

IV. From Mammata to Jagannatha. Circa 

middle of the 11th to the 18th century. 
(Scholastic Stage). 

(1) Mammata, Ruyyaka and Visvanatha 

(including Hemacandra, VidyS- 
dhara, Vidyanatha, Jayadeva, 
Appayya and others) 

(2) The VSgbhafas 

(3) The writers on rasa, especially 

(trngara : Saradatanaya, Singa- 

bhupala, Bhanudatta, Rupa 
Gosvamin and others. 

(4) The writers on kavi-siksa : Raja- 

sekhara, Ksemendra, Arisimha and 
Amaracandra, Devesvara and 
others. 

(5) Jagannatha. 

43 
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( ^ ) 

Looking at the question from another point of 
view, we may classify the systems of Poetics broadly 
into (l) Pre-dhvani (2) Dhvani and (3) Post-dhvani sys- 
tems, taking the dhim>ii-t\\Qovj as the central land- 
mark. In the Pre-dhvani group, we include all 
writers (flourishing before Auandavardhana), men ioned 
in groups I and II above, with the exception of the 
Dhvanikara and Auandavardhana, with who >e names 
the Lhvani-system is associated, in the Post-dhvani 
systems may be comprised the follow' s of the 
Dhvani-system trom Mammata to Jagaunatha, to- 
gether with reactionary or unorthodox authors like 
Kuntala or Mahimabhatta, as we^, _,.,he writers on 
8 fit gar a and on kavi-siksd. On the Ooc'er hand, the 
systems of Poetics have been grouped, on the basis 
of the particular theory emphasised by a particular 
group of writers, into (1) the Rasa School (2) the 
Alamkara School (3) the Riti School and (4) the 
Dhvani School 1 . The convenience of this classifica- 

i Sovani in Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume pp. 
387!. Reliance has been placed on Ruyyaka’s review of 
previous opinions and Samudrabandha’s classification. But 
Ruyyaka only takes the concept of dhvani or pratlyamana 
attha as the starting point and considers how tar it was 
accepted, explicitly or implicitly, by his predecessors. Samudra- 
bandha, commenting on this passage, speaks of five paksas 
or theses, including the dhvani- theory (which he calls the 
last paksa) with which his author identifies himself. His class- 
ification is based upon the conventional theory that poetry 
consists of a “special” disposition of word and its sense 
{vwqip sabda and artha). This speciality, in his opinion, 
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fcion is obvious, but it is doubtful whether we may 
safely apply the term School ” to iudieate affiliation 
to a particular system ol opinion, when we consider 
that one has to admit a great deal of mutual and (to 
a certain extent) inevitable contamination of the 
different, “schools”, which makes the existence of any 
particular school by itself almost impossible. Thus 
the “ Dhvani School " admits rasa and alamkara as 
important factors of poetry, which are thus not ex- 
clusively monopolised by the so-called x\.lamka>ra and 
Rasa Schools. It is doubtful, again, if a Rasa School, 
properly so-called was at all founded by Bharata, 
who is taken as its original exponent, or a similar 
Alamkara School by Bhamalia. All that we can 

may be realised by putting emphasis on their (i) dharma 
(inherent characteristic) ( 2) vyapara (operation) and ( 3 ) vyangya 
(suggestiveness). In the first case, the dharma may proceed 
from alamkara and gua/i (i.e. rlii). In the second case, the 
vyapara may consist of bhaniti-prakara or bhoglkarana. 
Thus we get five standpoints associated respectively with 
the names of Udbhata, Vamana, Kuntala, Bhatta Nayaka 
and Anandavardhana. This classification, though very signi- 
ficant, is obviously overlapping and historically incorrect. 
The vyahjana , it may be objected, which is taken as one of 
the bases of differentiation, is admittedly as much a vyapara as 
bhaniti postulated by Kuntala. Besides, Kuntala, as a matter of 
fact, developes Bhamaha's idea of vakrokti as bhaniti-vaicitrya, 
and therefore may be properly included among those who put 
emphasis on qlamkara. Similarly Bhatta Nayaka describes 
bhoga as a peculiar function {dharma) or process by which 
rasa is said to be realised ; and therefore he is in reality an 
exponent of the raM-theory as an interpreter of Bharata’s 
dictum. 
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sav is that Bharata and Bhamaha laid stress on 
%/ * 

the elements of rasa and alamkara which became 
in course of time established ideas in the realm of 
Poetics. '' As a rule, each great writer who puts 
forward, consciously or unconsciously, a new theory, 
takes over from his predecessors those ideas which 

have stood the test of criticism and which he can com- 

( 

bine in a self-consistent system of -his own. In this 
way, really valuable ideas have been generally adopt- 
ed, although sometimes other ideas, perhaps of the 
same author, have by common consent been rejected. 
This is illustrated by the case of the Vark6kti-jivita- 
k&ra, whose theory of vakrokti was universally re- 
jected, although the main principle for which h$ 
was contending is accepted by Ruyyaka and others. 
It is not maintained here that the history of Sanskrit 
Poetics consists of only one stream of development, 
and that within it we have mere currents and counter- 
currents. The latter were indeed very important, 
but they never succeeded in forming into separate 
rivers; and the different channels originating inde- 
pendently or breaking away from the main course 
ultimately unite into one dominant and clear stream. 
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P. 2, fn 2 at p. 3. — The Abhinaya-darparia ha.s 
been translated into English by A. Coomarsvamy 
and G. K. Duggirala (Cambridge, Mss. 1917). 

P. 4, l. 13. — Undue emphasis- appears to have 
been laid on the use of poetic figures in Vedic 
literature by Kane in IA xli, 1912, pp. 120f., and 
following him, by B. K. Bhattlicarya in the Journal 
of the Dept, of Letters , Calcutta University, vol. 
ix, 1923, pp. lOOf. 

P. 11, fn. 1. — The passage occurs in the Mahd- 
hhasya, ed. Kielhorn p. 19, 1. 20. 

P. 22. — Add Bibliography to Ch. I : Kane in 
IA xli, 1912, pp. 120f; Sovani in the Annals qf the 
Bhandarkar Institute, January 1920 ; Winternitz in 
Geschichte der Ind. Lit. iii p. 4f ; Jacobi in ZDMG 
lvi p. 392f, in 8b. der Preuss. Akad. xxii, 1922, p. 
220f. For general remarks on the subject, see Olden- 
berg in Die Lit. des Alten Indien, Berlin 1903, pp. 
203f, Jacobi in Inter nat. Wochenschrift, October 
29, 1910. 

P. 23, fn 1. — Add H. P. $astrl in J AS B vi, 1910, 
307; Kane in IA xlvi, 1917, p. 177f; Jacobi in 
Bhavisatta kaha p. 54, fn ; Winternitz, op. cit. iii p. 
8, fn 3. 

P. 26, fn 1, at p. 27 ( also p. 37 ). — A poet Rahu- 
laka is quoted in Sarngadhara 3875. Hemacandra 
(p. 316) quotes Rahula, along with Sskyacarya,* as 
an authority presumably on the dramatic rgtm with 
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the pointed remark that as a follower of Bharata he 
himself has ignored their views. ftahula is also eited 
by Sarvananda on Amara ii p. 30). 

P. 28 . — Bharata mentions handily a and Dhurtiln 
as two of his predecessors in the treatment of the 
subject of dramaturgy. Of these, Saijdilya is men 
tioned as a ndtyasdstra-kdra by Singabhupala i 51. 

P. 3^, l. o . — .Winternitz (op. cit. p. 5, fn 2, at 
p. 6) notes that in the Vimupurdtui iii 6, the muni 
Bharata is called an early teacher of the Gandharva- 
veda (i.e. music). Winternitz also appears to accept 
the view (op. cit. p. 0) that Matrgupta wrote a com- 
mentary on Bharata. 

]?. 36. — B. N. Bhattacarya (op. cit. p. 113) argues 
from a reference to Vatsyay ana’s Kdma-mtra and the 
portions of the Ndtya-sdstra which deal with erotics, 
the more elementary character of the former work, 
inasmuch as certain minute details of classification 
indulged in by the latter are not to be met with in 
the former work. But the illustration he adduces 
(viz. the classification of heroes and heroines) does 
not appear to be very much to the point ; for the 
two writers approach the topic from entirely different 
standpoints and adopt different principles of classifica- 
tion. The same writer also argues (p. 116) with refer- 
ence to Bharata and the so-called works of Bhasa, 
that the dramaturgic treatise, if any, which existed in 
the latter’s time, was not Bharata’s Ndtya-sdstra, bub 
one of its forerunners. We have avoided a discussion 
of this point, in view of the doubts which have been 
r%ised as to authorship of these dramas, and the 
correctness of the attribution to Bhasa. 
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P. 38. — The only direct quotation from Lollafa 
(and not a mere consideration of his views) is to be 
found in Hemacandra p. 215 (two verses). 

P. 42. — Sovani in DBAS, 1909, pp. 450f substan- 
tially agrees with our conclusion as to the nature of 
the ZZ fdaya-darpana which he considers to be an 
an independent metrical treatise with prose- oytti. 

P. 44. — Add in the Bibliography : Max 
Lindenau in Beitraege zur altindischeu liana-lehr e. 
mit hesouderer Beruecksichtigung den Natyasastra 
(Diss.) Leipzig 191.3. An article by the present 
writer of the outlines of the rasa-theory from Bharata 
to Jagannatha (with the text of Abhinava’s commen- 
tary on Bharata’ s sutra on rasa) is being published in 
Sir Asutosh Mookerjee Commemoration. Volume, Cal- 
cutta University, vol. iii (orientalia). 

P. 48, fn 1. — Add Nobel in ZD MG lxxiii p. 192 
and Winternitz op. cit. iii p. 1 1, fn 1. T. Ganapati 
Sastrl (introd. to ed. Bhasa), referring to this passage 
in Bhamaha, contends that “ Bhamaha lived much 
prior to Kalidasa ” who, in his opinion, defends in his 
Meghaduta i 5 the poetic propriety of employing 
the clouds as messengers. This theory, as well as 
the conclusion that Bhamaha’ s date is much earlier 
than Gunadhya’s, advanced by that scholar, appears 
to be very doubtful. 

P. 48, f n, 3. — On Bhamaha' s date, see also Sovani 
in Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume p. 392f, 
Trivedl in ibid p. 401f. Also see 1A xli, 90f, and 
Jacobi in Bhavisatta kaha p. 54, fn 1. 

P. 50, l. 18— Read “ 500 and 650 A.D.” 

P. 50 fn 2. — Add “p. 130f” in the reference. 
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The date assigned by Jacobi to Bhamaha in this 
article is now abondoned by him. 

P. 57 fn 1 . — Winternitz (op. cit. iii 405) thinks 
that the two Bhamahas are probably identical. But 
it may be submitted that there is no material either 
to prove or disprove the identity. 

P. oo-6‘. -Winternitz (op. cit. iii p. 71, In 2) does 
not appear to have come to any conclusion as to the 
question regarding the source which Bhatti utilised 
tor his illustration of poetic figures. 

P. 62, fn 1 . — A resume of the Tibetan version 
of Danclin’s text is given by Thomas in J11AS 1903. 
An edition of this text is undertaken by the Calcutta 
U niversity . 

P. 68 , fn 3 . -—Add “ pp. 143-146 ” after the refer- 
ence to Kielhorn. See also JliAS, 1908, p. 497f. But 
D. R. Bhandarkar (El ix p. 187f) and Klatt ( TVZK31 
iv, 1890, p. 6 1 f ; also Jacobi in ibid p. 236f) place 
Magha in the beginning of the 8th and beginning 
of the 10th century respectively. There are several 
other verses in Magha which betray an acquaintance 
with Poetics and Dramaturgy, e.g. ii 8, 86, • 87 ; xiv 
50 ; xix 41 ; xx 44 (where he refers to Bharata). 

P. 64, fn 1, l. 1 . — Add (after I A) ‘‘ xli ” ; l. 2, 
add (after ibid) “ 1908”. The question has also 
been briefly discussed by Nobel (in ZD MG Ixxiii, 
1919, pp. 19 Of) who maintains the priority .of Bhamaha 
to Dapdin. See also his Beitraege zur aelteren 
Geschichte des-Alarjikara-mstra (Berlin 1911) p. 78. 

P. 66, l 30 . — Read “ i M 7 

P. 73, l. 13 — Stein gives the form VSdighanghala. 

P. Si . — Vamana quotes also (dordawjdncita 0 , 
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1. 2, 12 oft, it) trom Bhavabhuti’s Mahavira-carita i 
54 (ed. N. S. P. 1910). He also quotes (IV. 3. 10 
ortti, uihna i/adi vyomui) from Magha iii 8, am l 
also IV' mii Bhaf.ta Narilyana. On Vamana’s date, 
sue also J li ASBoni xxiii [). 921'. 

P. 85, !. 3. Add the reference “on II. 2. 21” 

a Iter Ei< h i r/< l h a-un tkha-m< mcj ana. 

1 * 

P. 86.- Abhinavagupfa (p. 45) also quotes anony- 
mously a k/rrilca-va rse ot Rudrata’ s (vii 88) — a fact 
which eon firms the lower limit given by us for 
Rudrata’s date. 

P. 88, fn I. -Add the reference “ p. 130f’’. 

P. 89, fn •>. —Add (after ZDMG) the reference 
xx xix j>. 311 

P. 95, fn 1, td jj. 96 . — The verse amba setetra 
is quoted by Anandavardhana p. 105; so the attri- 
bution to Rudrata is doubtful. Smgabhupala quotes 
from and refers to the Sriigara-tilaka under the name 
Rudrata. Sukthankar in ZDMG lxvi (1912) maintains 
the identity of Rudra and Rudrata. 

P.97, fti 3 . — Peterson ( Subhas 0 p. 114) thinks 
that the authology-compiler Vallabhadeva could not 
have flourished before Jainollabhadlna whose date is 
given by Cunningham as 1417-1467 A.D. 

P. 99. — Wiuternitz (op. cit. ii p. 354, fn 5) assigns 
1236-1244 A.D. as the date of Asadhara’s literary 
activity. See also Kiel horn in El ix p. 1 07f. 

P. 1 17 . — Both the Arjuna-carita and the Pisama- 
bana-Bla are mentioned and quoted by Hemaeandra 
(pp. 213 and 15) and by Abhinavagupta pp. 176, and 
152, 222. 

P. 120, l. 12 . — -Add the reference “ vol. ix”. 

44 
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P. 123, fit 2. — The editors of Rajasekhara’s Kao. 
mini report an opinion that the apperciatory verses 
attributed to Rajasekhara by Jalhana are to be found 
in another work of our poet, named Kaoi-vimarsa. 
But this so-called Kaoi-vimarsa might have been 
another name for his Kavya-mmianisd kavi-rahasya , 
in the published text of which, however, the verses 
do not occur. The date of Rajasekhara given by the 
editors is 880-920 A.D. 

P. 126. — One Aparajita-raksita is also quoted 
in the Kavi. oacana. samite.', but the name implies 
that he was probably a Buddhist, and is possibly not 
identical with Rajasekhara’s contemporary Aparajita 
(see Thomas, introd. to ibid p. 20). 

P. 130, para 4, 1. 3 . — Add “ and Stein p. 275 ’ . 

P. 162. — Sukthankar in ZDMQ lxvi, 1912, p. 
477f has considered the question of the dual author- 
ship of the Kavya-prakasa in detail. He attempts 
to demonstrate by a comparison of the “two parts’’ 
of the work that while Allata (author of the latter 
end) depends for his whole material upon Rudrata, 
Mammata, although borrowing a great deal from 
the same source, follows older authors like Udbhata. 
The point, however, appears to have been a little 
over-worked. Sukthaukar’s contention loses much 
of its force when we consider that both Mammata 
and Allata have made use of Rudrata’s definitions 
and illustrations, and that a distinction in their res- 
pective treatment cannot, therefore, be very pointedly 
based on this consideration alone. The same scholar 
also argues (p. 533f) that a portion of the Oftti to 
the definition of the poetic figure samuucaya in the 
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Ka/vya-prakasa does not originate either from 
Mammata or Allata but must be regarded as an in- 
terpolation. 

JP. 216. — A Paksadhara Upildhyaya is cited, 
apparently as a commentator on Mammata, by 
Bhlmasena (see above p. 184) ; it is not known if this 
Paksadhara has anything to do with the logician 
Paksadhara. • 

P. 217 footnote 3 at p. 218. — The attribution 
of the Pancasika to Bilhana is generally accepted 
(Wmternitz op. cit. iii p. 117), and the poet Cora or 
Caura may not have anything to do with the Pancasika ; 
but it is curious to note that a verse from the Pancasika 
(ed. Solf. no. 36) is quoted anonymously by Dhanika 
(ed. N. S. P. 1917, p. 85, on iv 23). The same verse 
is also quoted by Kuntala (i 49 vrtti) who, like Bhoja 
(who quotes the Pancasika, see above p. 144), may 
have been one of Bilhana’s contemporaries : but 
Dhanika certainly lived in the reign of Bhoja s prede- 
cessor Muhja and thus flourished presumably 
before the date generally assigned to Bilhana. The 
same verse is attributed to one Kalasa in Subhas 0 
1280 and in Jalhana 74a. These facts may raise the 
doubt that the text as well as the authorship of the 
Pancasika is by no means an absolutely settled fact. 

PP. 217, 223. — On Ka udar pa-cudmnani see Schmidt 
Ind. Erotik , 1911, pp. 33f. It is nothing more than 
a treatment of Vatsyayana’s teachings in aryd-ve rses. 

P. 234, fn 1 . — M. Chakravarti in JASB, 1906, 
p. 167 points out that Jayadeva is quoted in the 
Saduktikarndmrta of Srldhara and therefore must be 
placed before 1206 A.D. 
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P. 249-50. — B. N. Bhattacaryu (op. clt. p.163) 
rotors to a tradition among Bihar Pandits that 
BhaDudatta’s father wrote the Rasa-rat na-dipiJca, 
and that his grandfather Sankara Misra, who wrote 
a commentary on Srlharsa’s Khand ana-kha ini a-kh adya, 
flourished about 1 405 A.D. But this tradition is 
unreliable in view of Bimini's genealogy given bv 
himself in his * Kumar a-h h a r gamy a , which tells us 
that the name of Bhanu’s grandfather was Mahadeva 
and not Sankara (see above p. 2a J). although the 
name of the fathers of both Sankara and Mahadeva 
appears to be Bhavaiuitha. 

P. 251 . — On 0 Parimala by Sesa Cintamani, add 
at the end of the paragraph ‘‘Extract in Mitra 3115, 
Bhandarkar Re}>. 1883-84, p. 365.” 

P. 296, no. 34. — Although the commentary by 
Bamakrsna Pandita on the Nataka-dipa is placed by 
Bice under Alamkara as a commentary presumably 
on Tryambaka’s work, Aufrecht (i 791a) points out 
that it is undoubtedly a commentary on the Nafaka 
dlpa in the Pancadast. So delete the entry here, and 
correct this error copied in Schuyler’s Bibliography 
p. 18 and in Haricand Sastii p. 35, no. 369. 

P . 325, no. 30. — Add “See above p. 293.’’ 



ABBREVIATIONS 


Aufrecht = Aufrecht’s Catalogus Catalogorum. i-iii. Leipzig 
1891-1903. 

. i Hod — Aufrecht’s Catalogus Codicum Sanscriticorum Bib- 
liothecae Bodleianae. Oxonii 1864. 

. 1 / 7 = Aufrecht’s =.Florentine Sanskrit MSS. Leipzig 1892. 

Al.eip — Aufrecht's Katalog der Sanskrit- Handschriften 

der Uriversitaets-Bibliothek zu Leipzig. Leipzig 
1901. 

Kendall = Bendall's Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the British 
Museum. London 1902. 

Khandarkar." R. G. Bhandarkar’s Reports on the search of 
Sanskrit MSS are quoted with reference to the 
particular years of the operations, as indicated 
on the respective title-page of the Reports. Other 
lists by him are as in Aufrecht. Sridhar Bhan- 
darkar’s Reports and Catalogues are separately- 
referred to. 

Bibl. 1 nd. — Bibliotheca Indiea Series of Sanskrit publications. 

liik. — Rajendralfila Mitra’s Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in 
the Library of the Maharaja of Bikaner. Cal- 
cutta 1880. 

Br. Mus. = British Museum. 

I!. S. S. = Bombay Sanskrit Series. Ben. S. S. = Benares San- 
skrit Series. 

Burnell = Burnell's Classified Index to Sanskrit MSS in the 
Palace at Tanjore. London 1880. 

1 omm. = Commentary. 

Deccan Coll. Cat. = Sridhar Bhandarkar’s Catalogue of MSS 
deposited in the Daccan College. Bombay r888. 

Ed. = edition or edited. 

El = Epigraph! a Indiea. 
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F = following. Fn = Footnote. 

GgA — Gotti ngische gelehrte Anzeigen. 

GN— Nachrichten der Gottingischen Gesellschaft der Wissen- 
schaften. 

1 fall Index — Hall’s Contribution towards an Index to the 
Bibliography of the Indian Philosophical sys- 
tems. Calcutta 1859. 

UPS — Haraprasad Sastrl’s Notices of Sanskrit MSS. Second 
Series, i-iv (continued). Alsohis Report 1895-1900. 

Haricand Sastrl = Haricand Sastrl’s Kalidasa et L'Art Poetique 
de 1 'Inde. Paris 1917. 

llultz’sch — Hultzsch’s Reports on Sanskrit MSS in Southern 
India, i 1895 ; ii 1896 ; iii 1905. Madras 1895- 
1905. 

1 A = Indian Antiquary. 

IOC— Eggeling’s Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the India 
Office Library. Vol. iii deals with works on Alam- 
kara. London 189J. 

/A — journal Asiatique. 

I R AS— Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society. 

JRASBom — Journal of the Bombay Branch of the Royal 
Asiatic Society. 

/.• 1 OS = Journal of the American Oriental Society. 

/AS/J = Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bfengal. 

Kashmir Rep. — Biihleris Detailed Report of a Tour in search 
of Sanskrit MSS in Kashmir, Rajputana and 
and Central India (Extra no. fRASBom 1877). 
Bombay 1877. As regards Binder's other Re- 
ports and Lists, the references are as in Aufrecht. 

Kathvate = Kathvate’s Report on the Search of Sanskrit MSS 
in the Bombay Presidency during 1891-95. 
Bombay 1901. 

Ravi, vacana. samuc. = Kavlndra-vacana-satnuccqya ed. F. W. 
Thomas, Bibl. Ind. 1912. 

Kavyamala = Kavyamala Series published by the Nirnaya 
Sagara Press, Bombay. 
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KBod=A. B. Keith’s Catalogue of Sanskiit MSS in the 
Bodleian Library, Appendix to vol. i. Oxford 
1909. 

Kielhorn, Rep, 1880-81 = Kielhorn’s Report on the search oi 
Sanskrit MSS in the Bombay Presidency during 
the year 1880-81. Bombay 1881. 

Kielhorn, Central Prov. Cat. = Kielhorn’s Classified Alpha- 
betical Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the Central 
Provinces. Nagpur 1874. Kielhorn’s other re- 
ports and lists are given as in Aufrecht. 

KM = Kavyainala publications in I4gucchakas, also referred 
to as Kavyamala in parts. 

Levi — Levi’s Theatre indien , Paris 1890 (unless otherwise 
indicated). 

Madras Cat. '— A. Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in 
the Govt. Oriental MSS Library, Madras, by S. 
KuppusvamI Sastrl. Vol. xxii (dealing with 
works on Alainkara). Madras 1918. 

Madras Trm A, B and 6'= A Triennial Catalogue of MSS, 
collected during the Triennium 1910-11 and 
1 91 2-1 3 for the Govt. Oriental MSS Library, 
Madras, by M. Rahgacarya and S. KuppusvamI 
Sastrl. Vol i (A, B, C). Madras 1913. 

Mitra = Rajendralala Mitra’s Notices of Sanskrit MSS. i-x. 
Calcutta 1871-90. 

N. S. 1 \ = Nirnaya Sagara Press, Bombay, and its edition of 
Sanskrit works. 

Oppert = Oppert’s Lists of Sanskrit MSS in the Private 
Libraries in Southern India, i Madras 1880: 
ii Madras 1885. 

Peterson = Peterson’s Reports on the search of Sanskrit MSS, 
as follows i 1 882-83 ; ii 1883-84; iii 1884-86; iv 
188692; v 1892-95; vi 1895-97. Bombay, 1 883-99. 

Rep. — Report. 

Rice*= Rice’s Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in Mysore and 
Coorg. Bangalore 1884. 
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Regnaud = Regnaud’s Rhetor iquc Hanskrite . Paris 1884. 

^arngadhara = Sarhgadhara-paddhati, ed. Peterson in B. S. S. 

Sb . der Preuss . Akad.— Sitzungsberichte der Koniglich 
Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. 

8b. der Wiener Akad. = Sitzungsberichte der Wiener Akademie 
der Wissenschaften. 

SCB~ Lists of Sanskrit, Jaina and Hindi MSS deposited 
in the Benares Sanskrit College, comprising 
collections 1897-1901, 1904-05, 1909-10, 1911-12, 
1912-13, 1914-15. Allahabad. Separately pub- 
lished 1902-15. 

S CC~ Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the Calcutta 
Sanskrit C ollege by Ilrslkesa Sastrl and Siva- 
candra Guin. Vol vii (dealing with Alamkara 
works). Calcutta 1904. 

8g8~&Q sagiri SastrPs Reports on the search of Sanskrit and 
Tamil MSS. i 1898 ; ii 1899. Madras. 

6Y=&loka. 

Sten Konow = Sten Konow’s Indische Drama (in the Grundriss 
Series), Berlin and Leipzig 1920. 

Stein or fatmnu Cat, = Stein’s Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS 
in the Ragunath Temple Library of the Maharaja 
of Jammu and Kashmir. Bombay 1894. 

Subhaf* — Vallabhadeva’s Subhadtdvali ed. Peterson in B. S. S. 

Ulwar = Peterson’s Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the Library 
of the Maharaja of Ulvvar. Bombay 1892. 

WBod — Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the Bodleian Library 
vol. ii, begun by M. Winternitz and completed 
by Keith. Oxford 1905. 

Weber = Weber's Verzeichnis der Sanskrit und Prakrit 
Handschriften der Konigl. Bibliothek zu Berlin. 
I 1853 j II pt. i 1886, pt. ii 1888, pt. iii 1892. 
Berlin 1853-92. 

Wilson or Select Specimens — Wilson’s Select Specimens of the 
Theatre of the Hindus , 3rd ed. London 1871. 
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IVRAS = Winternitz’s Catalogue of South Indian Sanskrit 
MSS in the Royal Asiatic Society. London 
1902. 

WZKM = Wiener Zeitschrift fur die Kunde des Morgen- 
landes. 

ZDMG = Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlaendischen 
Gesellschaft. 

References to Jalhana's anthology are as in the Index of 
verses given in Bhandarkar’s Rep. 1887-91, pp. 115L to 
Saduktikarndmyta as in Thomas’s pref. to Kavindra-vacana. 
Obvious abbreviations of texts referred to (e.g. Kav. prak. — 
Kavyaprakasa ) are not given in this list ; but the texts are 
often quoted only with the author's name, e.g. Dandin = 
Dandin’s Kavyadarka . Other Reports and Catalogues are 
cited as in Aufrecht. 
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INDEX 


OF AUTHORS AND WORKS ON 
AL ANKARA CITED IN THIS WORK 


(The figures indicate references to pages) 

i. AUTHORS 


Agnikumara. See V itfchales- 

D 

vara 

Acyuta. cited as a commenta- \ 
tor on Mammata 184 | 

Acyuta Sarman or Acyuta raya | 
Modaka 282-3 

Ajitasenacarya (or Ajitasena- i 
deva Y atlsvara) 283-4 j 

Anuratnamandana (or Ratna- | 
mandana Gani) 284-5 
Atiratra-yajin, a family name | 
of Srinivasa Diksita 3- >8 
Ananta 285 , 

Anantadasa 239 ■ 

i 

Ananta Pandita 251 
Anantarya 285 
Aparajita 126, 346 
Appaya (or Appa, Apya or 
Appaya) Diksita 22of, 265 f, 
278 

Abhinavagupta 26 fn, 3 7, 43, 
105-6, 117-20 

Abhinava Bhafcta Bana 314 
Amaracandra 2iof 
Ainftananda Yogin 285 


Avodhyaprasada 254 
Arisiitiha 2iof 

Alainkarabhasya-kara 199, 278 
Alaka, Rajanaka. See Alata 
Allafca (or Alata or Alaka) 

1 61 f, 197, 346-7 

Allaraja (or Mallaraja) 286 
Avantisundarl 126 

Atmarama. See Svatmarama 
YogTndra 
Adi-bharata 24 fn 
Ananda, Rajanaka i8of 
Anandavardhana 105 f, 345 
Ananda Sarman 252 
Asadhara, son of Sallaksana 
99-100. 345 

Asadhara, son of Ramaji 270, 
272 

Induraja. S^e Pratlharendu- 
raja or Bhafctenduraja 
Indrajit 286 
Uktigarbha 1 
Utathya 1 

Udbhafca 45, 7 sf ; as commen- 
tator on Bharata 26 fn, 37 
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Uddyotakrt. See Nagoji 
Audbhatas 82, 126 
Aupakayana 1 

Kacchap'esvara Dlksita 286 
Kandalayarya 286 
Kamalamandira 295 
Kamaliikara Bfiatta 180 
Kaladhara 186 
Kalyana Upadhyaya 186 
Kalyana Subrahmanya Suri 
287 

Kavikarnapifra (or Karna- 
purasvamin) 257-8 
Kavicandra. 258-9 
Kavikalpalata-kara 262, 307 
'Kaiiticanclra Mukhoparlhyaya 

287 

Kamadeva 1 
KamarSja Diksita 320 
Kasllaksmana Kavi 287-8 . 

Kasyapa 7of 
Kirtidhara 26 f*n, 37, 288 
Kucamara (or Kucumara) 1-2 
Kuntala i36f 
Kubera 1 

Kumarasvamin 230!' 

Kumbha or Kumbhakarna 

288 

Kuravirama 135, 273 
Kyaasva 21 
Krsna 288 

Krsnakimkara Tarkavaglsa 
Bhattacarya 73 
Kt?na Dlksita or Krsna 
Yajvan 289 


Krsna Dvivedin 186 
Krsna Bhatta or Jayakrsna 
Maunin 288-9 
Krsna Mitracarya 186 
Krsna Sarman 186, 289-90 
Kesava Bhatta 290 
Kesava Misra 261 f 
Kolacala Mallinatha.* See 
Mallinatha 

Garigadhara Vajapeyin or 
Gahgadharadhvarin 270, 
272 

Gaiigananda Maithila 290-91 
Garigarama J art i (or Jadin) 
253, 291 

Gajapati-vlra-narayanadeva. 

See Naravana-deva 
Ganesa 254 

Ganesa, son of Anantahhatta 
209 

Gadadhara Cakravartin 

Bhattacarya, 186 
Gadadhara Bhatta 291 
Gagabhatta (alias Visvesvara) 
224, 225 

Gunaratna Gani 1 86 
Gurijalasayin. See Rahga- 
sayin 

Gokulanatha Maithila r86, 
291-2 

Gopala Acarya alias Vopadeva 
248, 251-2 

Gopala Bhatta, son of Hari- 
vatnsa Bhatta 10 1, 186, 252 
Gopala Bhatta or Lauhitya 
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Gopala Bhafcta 186, 231 
Goplnatha 186, 240 
Gopendra (or Govinda) Tri- 
purahara (or Tippa) Bhupala 
84 

Govardhana 263 
Govinda Thakkura 1 75 
Gauranarya 292 
Ghasi or Ghasl Rama Pandita 
293 

Cakravartin. See Parama- 
nanda Cakravartin and !»rl- 

! 

vidya Cakravartin 
Candldasa 173, 235, 236, 293, 
312 

Candrakanta Tarkalamkara 

327 

Candracuda 293 
Candrika-kara 104-5 
Citrangada 1 

Cinna Appayya Dlksita (?) 
266 fn 3 

Ciranjiva or Ramadeva Ciran- 
jlva Bhattacarya 294 

Jagadlsa Tarkalamkara Bhat$a- 
carya 187 

Jagaddhara 150 
Jagannatha Panditaraja 2/^f 
jagabandhu Tarkavaglsa 309 
Janardana Vyasa 187 
Jayakrsna Maunin. See Krsna 
Bhatta 

Jayadeva 2i5f 
Jayanta Bhatta 171 
Jayamangala 294-5 
Ji'y.'iratha jgy( 


Jayarama N yayapancanana 
176 

Jinaprabha Suri 297, 298 
Jinavardhana Suri 208 
Jinavallabha Suri 295 
Jlva Gosvamin 255f 
Jlvanatha 295 
Jlvariija Dlksita 253, 320 
Tarunavacaspati 72 
Taracandra Kayastha 298 
Tilaka, Rajanaka 190, 198 
Tiruvenkata 187 
Tauta, Bhatta 106, 118 
Tribhuvanacandra 73 
Trimalla(or Tirumala, Tirma 
la, also wrongly Nirmala) 
Bhatta 295 
Trilocana 298 
Trilocanaditya 296 
Trisaranatatabhlma 73 
Tryambaka 295, 348 

' Daksinamurtikihkara. See 
Laksmldhara Dlksita 
Dandin 57, 344 
! Dattila (or Dantila) 25 fn 2 
; Darpana-kara. See Visva 
natha and H rdaya-darpana 
| kara 

j Damodara Bhatta Harse 296 
| Dinakara (or Dinakara) 254 
| Durgadasa 298 
i Devanatha 54 fn 1, 184, 187 
| 296 

I Devapani (wrongly called 
I P»ni) 135 

! Devasamkara Purohita 297 
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Devldatta 273 
Devesvara 2i2f 
Dhananjaya I29f 
Dhanika 13 if « 
Dharananda 271, 273 
Dharmaklrti 9 fn 3, 48 
Dharmadatta 238, 303 
Dharmadasa Suri 297-8 
Dharmavacaspati 73-4 
Dharma Sudhl or Suri 298-0 
Dhisana 1 
Dhurtila 342 

Dhvanikaraor Dhvanikrt I07f 
Dhvanyacarya ( — Ananda- 
vardhana) 1 16 

Natidikesvara 1-2 and fn, 24 
N ami*sad hu 98-9 
Narasimha or Nrsimha Kavi 
299 

Narasimha Thakkura 176, 
l82f 

Narasimha Suri, son of 

Gadadhara 73 

Narasimha Suri, son of 

Timmaji 187 

Narasimhacarya or Venkata 
Narasimha Kavi 300 
Narahari Bhatta 298 
Narahari Sarasvatl-tlrtha 171 
Narahari Suri 231, 300 
Nagaraja Kesava 187 
Nagesa or Nagoji Bhafcfca 185, 
251, 270, 272-3, 2801 
Narayana Dlksita 187 
Narayana Deva 301 


! Nayaka. See Bhatta Nayaka 
| Nirmala. .See Trimalla 
| Bhatta. 

Nllakantha Dlksita 2 66, 269, 

301 

Nrsimha Bhatta 135 
Nemi-saha 254 

Nvayavaglsa Bhattacarya, 
title of some unknown writer 
i 273, 309 

j Paksadhara Upadhyaya, cited 
1 as a commentator on 
Mammata 184, 347 
1 Panditaraja, alias Raghunatha 
Raya (?) 178 

Panditaraja, a title of Jagan- 
natha (q.v.) 

| Paramananda Cakravartin 174 
Paramesvaracarya 120 
| Para sara 1 
Palyaklrti 126 

Plyusavarsa, a title of Jayadeva 
Puiijaraja 301-2 
Pundarlka 302 
Pundarlka Ramesvara 302 
i Purusottama 236 fn 4, 302 
i Purusottama Sudhlndra 302 
| Pulastya 1 

i Pedakomati Vemabhupala. 
See Vlranarayana 
Pracetayana 1 
Pratlharenduraja 76 f 
Pradlpakrt or PradlpakSra. 
See Govinda Thakkura 



358 


SANSKRIT TOKTICS 


Pradyotana Bhatta 217, 221, 

. 223, 225 

Pradhana Venkapayya. See 
s ; Venkapayya. Pradhana 
Prabhakara Bhatta 238 fn 3, 
302-3 

Baladeva 303 

.Baladeva Vidyabttusana 184^ 

303 

Balakrsna Payagunda 199, 273, 
3Q4 

Bhagavadbhatta 254 
Bhatta Gopala. See Gopala 
Bhatta 

Bhatta Tauta. See Tauta 
Bhatta Nay aka 37, 39-43, 343 
Bhatta Yantra 26 fn, 37 
Bhatti, alamkara-'section in 
50f 

Bhattenduraja 77P 106, 118 
Bhavadeva 187 

Bharata 1, 2, 23f, 165, 341-2, 
343 

Bharata as author of the 
Kavya-lak§ana 36 fn 
Bhaglratha 73 
Bhanucandra 187 
Bhanudatta (or Bhanukara) 
MiAra 245f, 248 
BhSrnaha 45f, 343, 344 
Bhava MiAra (or MiAra Bhava) 

3<H 

Bhaskara MiAra 174 
Bh3skar5carya 304 
Bhimasena Dlksita 183^ 305 


Bhimesvara Bhatta 305 
Bhudeva Sukla 305 
Bhoja i44f, 231 

Mankhaka (or Mankha) 19ft 
Mangala 83, 126 
Matahga 34 fn 3 
Mathuranatha Sukla 239-40, 
273 

Madhumatlkara. See Ravi 
Madhumati-ganeAa 188 
Manodhara. See Ratnapani 
Mammata 157, 346-7 
Mallaraja. See Allaraja 
Mallinatha, Kolacala 228 
Mallinatha, son of Jagannatha 

73 

Mahadeva 252 

Mahadeva (same as above?) 
254 

Mahimabhatta 1 52f 
Mahesvara 85, 177 (see Subu- 
ddhi MiAra) 

Mahesvara Nyayalamkara 179 
Magha-caitanya. See Raghava 
Caitanya 

Matrgupta Acarya 32-3, 37, 
242, 342 
Manasimha 305 
Manikyacandra i69f 
MaheAvaraor MahamaheAvara 
as a title of Abhinava and 
VidySdhara 177 fn 
MiAra 179, 303 
Mukula 76 

Muni, as a title of Bharata 23, 

146 
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Murad Misra, cited as a com- 
mentator on Mammata 184 
Medhavin (or Medhavirudra) 
20, 49-50 
Mohanadasa 305 

Yajnesvara or Yajnesvara 
Dlksita 188, 306 
Yantra. See Bhatta Yantra 
Yasasvin Kavi 306 

Raghudeva 188 
Raghunatha Rava. See 

Panditaraja 

Rangasayin, alias Gurijala- 
sayin 252 - 

Ratnakantha, Rajanaka 181-2 
Ratnapani, alias Manodhara 
179 

Ratnabhiisana 306 
Ratnainandana Gani. See 

Ann ratnamandana 
Ratnakara 270, 278 f 
Ratnesvara 149-50, 188 
Ravi 179 

Ravigupta Acarya 307 
Ravi Pandita 307 
Raghava 188 
Raghava Caitanya 307 
Rajaciidamani Dlksita 307-8, 
319 

Rajan, as a title of Bhoja 145-6 
Rajasekhara i22f, 346 
Rajahanisa Upadhyaya 209 
Raiananda 188 

Rama Kavi or Rama* oarttlStn 
• 30s 


Ramakarna, Pandit 327 
Ramakrsna 188 
Ramakrsna Pandita 296, cor- 
rected at p. 348 
Ramacandra. pupil of Hema- 
candra 308-9 
Ramacandra 188 
Ramacandra Nyayavagisa 390 
Ramacaratifi Tarkavaglsa 204 
Ramadeva Ciranjlva Bhatta- 
carya. See Ciranjlva 
RamasudhlSvara 327 
Ramanatha Vidvavacaspati 
188 

Rama Pandita, an abbreviation 
for Ghaslrama Pandita (q.v.) 
Rama Subrahmanya 309 
Ramananda or RamanandA; 
srama, a name of I.aksmT- 
dhara Dlksita 310 
Rahala or Rfdiula 24 fn, 37, 
301-2 

Ruci Misra, cited as a com- 
mentator on Mammata 184 
Rucinatha Misra 303 
Rudrata 86f, 345 
Rudra or Rudrabhatta 89f 
Ruvyaka (Rucaka or Ruppa- 
ka), Rajanaka 169, igof 
Rupa Gosvamin 255 
Laksmana Bhaskara 24 fn 3 
Laksmldhara Dlksita, Laks- 

N 

• mana-bhatta or Laksmana 
Suri with the surname 
Daksinamurtikihkartr ' • 366, 
309-10 



360 


SANSKRIT POETICS 


Laksmlnatha Bhat£a 1 50 
Lata Bhaskara Misra. See 
Bhaskara Misra 
Lokanatha Cakravartin 260 
Locanakara. See Abhinava- 
gupta 

Lollata 37, 38f and fn, 343 
Lauhitya Bhatta Gopala. See 
Gopala Bhatta .* 
Vakroktijlvita-kara. See Kun- 
tala 

Vatsavannan. See Srlvatsu- 
lanchana 
Vararuci 70 

Vallabhadeva Paramirtha- 
cihna 86, 9 6f 
Vallabha Bhatta 310 
Vasantaraja 231, 31 0-1 1 
Vakpatiraja 126, 130-1 
Vagbhata, son of Soma 205 f 
Vagbhata, son of Nemikumara 
205f 

Vacaspati 74. See Taruna- 
vacaspati 

Vacaspati Misra 172 
Vajacandra 225 
Vatsyayana, as author of an 
Alamkara-sutra 3 fn 
Vadijahghala;(or °ghaiighala) 
73 » 344 

Vamana 81 f, 344-5 
Vamanlyas 81, 83 
Vitthalesvara (or Vitthala or 
Vit^halcSa) Dlkaita, alias 
Agnikumara 311 
Vijayananda 73, 188 


Vidya Cakravartin 188, 20Of, 
231 

Vidyasagara 188 
Vidyadhara 226f 
Vidyanatha 229! 
Vidyabhusana. See Baladeva 
Vidyabhusana 
Vidvarama 31 1 
Virupaksa 225 

Visvanatha (commentator on 
Dandin) 73 

Visvanatha, son of Trimalu 
Bhatta 173, 3 1 1-1 2 
Visvanatha Kaviraja, son of 
Candrasekhara 173. 176. 

^33f 

Visvanatha, son of Dinakara 
Bhatta. See Gagabhatta 
Visvesvara, son of Laksml 
dhara 224, 252, 312-3 
Visnudasa 514 

V T ranaravana ( Vemabh up;i!a > 

3H 

Vlresvara Kavicandra 243 fn 
», 3C3 

Vlresvara Pandita Bhattacarya 
3i5,3i6 

Vrndavanacandra T arkalam- 
kara Cakravartin 260 
Vehkapayya Pradhana 316 
Venkata Narasimha Kavi. See 
N arasitphacarya 
Venkata Narayana Dlksita 315 
Venkata Suri 299 

Vehkatacarya Tarkalaiukara 
Vagisvara 316 



INDEX 


361 


Venkatacala Suri 189 
Vengala Suri 273 
Vecanima Nyayalamkara 241, 
315 

Venldatta Tarkavaglsa Bha- 
Uacarya (surnamed Sri vara) ; 
253 . 3 ^ 5 , 3 * r > 

Vemabhupala. Sec Vlra | 

X a ray an a 

Vaidyanatha Tatsat 183, 223 
Vaidvanatha Payagunda 183, 
223f, 225 

V opadeva. See ( a >pala Ac ary a 
Vvaktiviveka-kara. See 

Mahimabhatta 
Vrajaraja Dlksita 252, 3^0 

Safi kara. S< San kb ad hara 
Sahkuka 3 7-8, 154 
Sarikha (or Safikhadhara or 
vSankhacuda, also called 
Sankara) 316-7 
Sambhunatha 317 
Sakyacarya 341 
Sandilya 342 
^atakarni 3 1 7 
f^antaraja 3 1 7 

vSaradatanaya 148, 241^231 
^ingabhupala 242! 

Silalin 21 
Sivacandra 298 
Sivanarayana Dasa Sarasvatl- 

kanthabharana 189 
* * \ * 

Sivarama Tripathin 318 
Subhavijaya Gani 2 1 3 
Sesa 1 
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Sesa Cintamani 151, 348 
Sobhakaramitra or Sobha- 
karesvara 279, 318-9 
Sauddhodani 262f 
Syamadeva 126, 154 fn 1 
Syamaraja. See Sarnanija 
Srlkara Misra 319 
Sr Ik ant ha 319 

Srlkrsna Sarmau. See Krsna 
Samian 

Srlkrsna Brahtnuoarin 327 
Srldhara Sandhivigrahika T73 
Srinivasa Dlksita 308, 319-20 
Srlpada 262 

Srlvatsalaiichana (or Sri vat sa- 
sarman or Srlvatsavarman 
or simply Vatsavarman) 177, 

Srlvara, a surname of Venl- 
datta (q.v.) 

Srlvidya Cakravartin. See 
Vidva Cal <ravartin 
Srlharsa Misra 303 

Samayasundara 209 
Samudrabandha iggi 
Sarasvatltlrtha. See Narabari 
Sarasvatltlrtha 
Sahasraksa 1 

Sahrdaya, a suggested name 
of the Dhvanikara m 2 
Samaraja Dlksita 320 
Sahityacintamani-kara. See 
Vlranarayana 

Sahityadarpana-kara. See 
Visvanatha 
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Simhadeva Gani 209 
Simhabhupala. Sec Siriga- 
bluipala 

Sukhadeva Misra 320 
Sukhalala 321 

Sudhakara PundarTka Yajin j 
321 

Sudhlndra Yati (or Yogin) 

295 , 32 * " : 

Sundara Misra 322 
Suvarnanabha i 

! 

Subandhu, cited as a w riter on 
Dramaturgy 242 
Subuddhi Misra ij/f 
Sumati 3 fn 
SumatTdra Yati 289 


2. \\ ( 

Agni-puratui, alamkara-section , 

in i02f, 149 | 

°Afijana. See Kavyaloka- ; 

locana j 

Abhidha-vrlti-matrka 76 
Abhinaya-darpana 2 fn, 341 
Abhinava-bharatl 43, 177, 1201 
ArthMamkara-manjarl 295. 

See A lamkara-manjarT 
Alamkara-karika 324 
Alamkara-kula -pradlpa 3 1 2 
A lainkara-kaumudi (1 ) anon. 
324 (2) by Vallabhabhatta 

3 TO 

Alamkara-kaustubha by Kavi- ! 


Somanarya 322 
Somesvara 172 
Svatmarama Yoi^mdra 297 

Harikrsna Vyasa 150 
Haridasa 322 
Harinatha 73, 150 
Hariprasada 321, 323 
Harihara 323 

Harsa Misra. See Sriharsa 
Misra 

Haladhara Ratha 323 
Hrdayadarpan a-kara. See 

Hhatta Nayaka 
llrdayarama Misra 326 
1 femacai’dia 202 -3 


R K S 

karnapura 237k 2 (h) 
°l)ldhiti-prakasika 260 
°Kirana 260 
°tlka 260 

A 1 ai ) ik a r a-k an s tu b h a ( 2 1 by 
Kalya na Sub rah many a 287 
(3) by Visvesvara 312 (4) 
by Veukatacarya 316 (5) 
by Srinivasa Dlksita 319 
Alanikara-krama-mala 296 
Alamkara-grantha 28yf 
Alainkara-candrika (1) anon. 
324 (2) by Narayana Deva 
301 (3) by Vaidyanatha 270, 
271, 272 
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A lam kara-ca i id nldaya 253, 316 
Alamkara-cintamani > 1 ) by 
Ajitasena 283 (2) by Sfmta- 
raja 317 

Alamkara-cuda-mani (i) by 
Hcmacandra 203, 208 (2) 

(also called °siromani) by 
Rajacmlamani Dlksita 307 

Alamkara-tilaka (i)»by lilianu- 
kara.or Bhanudatta 250, 254 
(2) by Vagbhata, son of 
Nemikumara 205, 209 (3) 
by Ankara Misra 319 

Alamka ra-darpana 3 24 
Alamkara-dipikii 270, 271, 272 
Alamkara-nikasa for °nikar«a) 
32 « 

A lamkara-prakarana 3 24 
A lainkara-prakasi ka 3 24 
Alamkara-prabodha 21 1 
Alamkfira-bhasya 199, 278 
Alarnkara-manjarT ( 1 ) by Tri- 
mala Bhatfca (also called 
Arthalamkara-manjari) (2) by 
Ruyyaka 195, 295 (3) by 
Sukhalala 321 

A lai nka ra-mafi j usa (1) by 
Devasamkara 297 (2) by 
Ramacandra (on Kavya- 
candrika) 309 

Alamkara-mani-darpana 3 1 6 
Alamkara-mani-hara 32 7 
Alamkara-mayukha 324 
Alaiiikara-muktavalJ (i) by 
RamasudhlSvara 327 (2) by 


Laksmldhara 309(3) by Vis- 
veSvara 312 

Alain ka ra-rat naka ra or - 1 ’ ratno- 
daharana 270, 279, 3 1 8f 
Alainkara-rahasva 302 
Alai nkara-rrighava 306 
Alamkara-laksana 317 
A 1 at ; 1 k a ra-vad Art h a 324 
Alamkara-Vartt ika 197 
Alamkfira-vimarSinl 1 97f 
Alamkara-sataka a25 
Alai nka ra-sastra-samgraha 300 
Alan ikara-sirobh usana 28 5 
Alamkara-siromani (also called 
°cfidamani) 307 
Alai nka ra-sekhara (1) by 

Kesava Misra 26 if (2) bv 
Jlvanatha 295 

Alamkara-samgraha (i) anon. 
324 (2) by Amrtananda 285 
(3) by Jayadeva (same as 
Candraloka) 225 
Alaijikara-sanijlvanl. See Alam- 
kara-sarvasva-samjtvanl 
Alamkara-samudgaka 318 
Alamkara- sarvasva (1) anon. 
324 (2) by Kesava Misra 
264 

Alamkara-saryasva by Ruyyaka 
igof 

°VimarsinT by Javaratha 

197 

0 V rtti by Samudrabandha 

199 

“SamjlvanT by Vidva 
Cakravartin 200 
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Alainkara-siira 199, 303f 
Alamkara-sara-sthiti, or Alam- j 
kara-sthiti l84fn (see Kuva- 
layananda-khandana) 
Alanikiira-sara-saingraha. See 
Kavyftlamkara-samgraha of 
Udbhata 

Alarnkara-saroddhara 1 84 
Alamkara-sudha 270, 272, 281 
Alamkara-sudha-nidhi 269, 170 
Alamkara-sfitra (1) by Vatsy- 
uvana (?) 2 fn 2 (2) by Can- 
drakanta 327 
Alai n k a ra-sii ryoday a 306 
A laui ka ranu k ramanika 324 
Alainkaranusarinl 195 
Alauikarondu-sekhara 300 
Alamkaresvara 324 
Alamkarodaharana 199 
Avacuri (1) on Vagbhatalam- 
kara 209 (2) on Prasnottara 
295 

Avacuri tippaua (on Afammata) 
188 

°Avaloka. See under Dasa- 
rupaka 

Agamacandrika and Atmapra- 
bodhika 260 

Ananda-candrika or Ujjvala- 
nlla-mani-kirana 2S6f, 25 9f 
°Amoda. See under Rasa- 
manjarl 

r.jjvala-nlla-mani 25 5f, 2$g{ 
°Kirana. See under 
Ananda-candrika 


°Kirana-le.sa 259-60 
°tlka 260 
Ujjvala-pada 306 
°Udfiharana-candrika. See 
under Kavyaprakasa 
°Udaharana-dlpika or °pradl- 
pa. See under Kavya- 
prakasa 

°Uddyola. See Kavya-pradl- 
pa 

rdbhata-vivcka or °vicara 190, 
19S 

"Rju-vrtti. Sec under Kavya- 
prakasa 

Ekasastyalainkara-prakasa 1 87 
Ek avail 226f 

Aucitya-vicara-rarca 1 38f 

Kamalakarl, the title of Kama- 
lakara's comm, on Mamma- 
ta 180 

Karna-bhiisana 290 
Kavi-kantha-pasa 292, 324 
Kavikantha-hara 317 fn 2 
Kavi-kanthiibharana 1 39f 
Kavi-karpatl 316-7 
Kavi-karnika 139, 142 
Kavi-kalpa-lata (1) by Deves- 
vara 2i2f, 214; °tika 214 

( 2) by Raghava Caitanya 307 

(3) anon. 262-3 
Kavi-kalpa-latika 324 
Kavi-kautuka 314 
Kavi-gajankuSa 85 
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Kavit&vatara 236 fn 4, 302 
Kavita-rahasya. See Kavva- 
kalpa-latu 

Kavi-nandika or °nandini or 
Kavyapraka sa-bh avartha 

j 88 

Kavi-priya 82 

Kavi-rahasya. See Kavya- 
mimamsa 
Kavi-vimarsa 346* 

Kavi-siksa (1) by Jayamahgala* 
294 f (2) °vrtti by Amara- 
eanrira 210 

Kavi-samaya-kallola 285 
Kavindra-karnabharana 312 
°Kamadhenu. See under 
Kavyalanikara- sutra 
"Karikartha-prakiisika. See ! 
Kavya-prakasa 

0 Karikavall. See under Kavya-j 
prakasa 

Kavya-kalapa 325 
Kavya-kalpa-lata kavita-raha- ; 
syaby Arisimhaand Amara- 
candra 210, 213 

°Parimala by Amara- j 
candra 211 
°ManjarI 21 1 fn 3 
“Makaranda 213-4 
Kavya-kautuka and its vivaranaj 
118, 121 

Kavya-kaumudl (f) anon. 325 
(2) by Devanatha on Mam- 
mata 187 (3) by Ratna- 
bhusana 306 

Kavya-kaustubha (1) anon, 


325 (2) by Baladeva Vidya- 
bhusana 1 84^ 303 
Kavya candrika (1) by Kavi- 
candra 25 8f, 260 (2) by 
Ramacandra Nyayavagisa 
309 

Kavya-tattva-vicara 323 
Kfivya-tattva-viveka-kaumudi 

_ 73 _ .. 

Kavya-tilaka 313 
Kfivya-darpana (1) by Madhu- 
matiganesa on Mammata 
1 88 (2) by Ratnapani alias 
Manodhara on ibid 179 (3) 
by Rajaciidamani Dlksita 
307 (4) by Srinivasa 

Diksita 319 

vfivya-dlpika (1) anon. 325 
(2) by Kanticandra 287 
Cavya-nirnaya 134, 135 
Cnvya-pariccheda 326 
vavya-parlksa i/8f 
vavya-prakasa 1 5 8f, 167 

"Adarsa or “Bhavartha- 
cintamani 179 
"Udaharana-candrika 183 
°Udaharana-dipika (also 
called Sloka-dlpika) (1) 
by Govinda 175 (2) or 
°pradTpaby Nagoji 185, 
281 

°Uddyota. See ®Pradlpa- 
uddyota below 
°Rju-vrtti 187 
0 Karikartha-prakasika 
1 88 
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ankuvali 186 
0 Khandana or Kavyamrta- 
taranginl 189, 325 
°Tlka 1 86, 187, 188 i 
"Tilaka or °Rahasya-dlpi- j 
kfi or Jayaraml I76f 
•Darpana 173, 237. See 
also Kavya-darpana 
" 1)1 pika (1) by (*'andldasa 
173, 236 (2) by Jayanta 
Bhatfca (also called j 
jayantt) 171!' (3) by j 
Sivanarayana 189 I 
"Nidarsana (also called | 
Sitikantha-vibodhana) | 
i8of j 

"Pada-vrtti 187 ! 

0 Pradlpa (also called j 
Kavya-pradlpa) 175k 
°Pradlpa-prabha 175, 183 
°Pradipa-uddyota, laghu | 
and brhat 175, 185, 281 
"Bhavartha. See Kavi- 
nandini j 

" Bhavartha-cintamani. 

See °Adarsa above 
" Rahasya-dlpika. See 

°Tilaka above 
0 Rahasya-prakaSa ( 1 ) by 
JagadTsa 187 (2) by I 
Rfimanatha 1 88 ! 

"ViVeka 173 j 

"Vyakhya 188 
°&loka-dlpika (1) by Go- 
vinda, see "Udaharana- 
dlpika above (2) by 


Janardana 187 
°Sa aketa (l) by MaRikya- 
candra i6pf (2} by 
Ruyyaka or Rucaka 169, 
*95 

"Sara 188 

Kavya-pradlpa. See under 
Kavya-prakasa- pradlpa 
Kavya-manjarl 273, 309 
Kavya-mlmainsS Kavirahasya 
I 23 f 

Kavya-ratna ( i ; by Ke*ava 
Misra 264 (3) by Visvesvara 
313 (3) anon. 325 
Kavya-ratnftkara 315 
Kavya-laksana (1 ) by Bharata ? 

36 fn r (2) anon. 325 
Kavya-laksana-vicara 325 
Kavya-vilasa 277 fn 2, 294 
Kavya-sarani 269 
Kavya-sfira-sanigraha 319 
Kavya-sudha. See Sahitva- 
sudha 

KavyAdarsa by Dandin 58!’ 
"C'andrika 73 
"Marjana 73 
"Mukt&vall 73 
"Vivrti or Kavya-tattva- 
viveka-kaumudl 73 
0 Vaimalya-vid hayinl 73 
Kavyadarsaby SomeSvara 172 
Kavyanusasana (i) by Vag- 
bhata, son of Nemikumara 
205,209(2) by Hemacandra 
203 f, 208 
KavyAmrta 178 
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Kavy&mrta-tarauginl. See j 
Kavya-prakasa-khandana 
Kavvartha-guippha 323 
Kavyalainkara ( I ) by Bhamaha j 
22, 45 f 

°vivrti or Bhamaha- 
vivarana by Udbhata 

57 . 75 

Ivavyalainkara (2) by Rudrata 
86f 

Tlka by ASadhai a 99f 
Tlka by Vallabbadeva 96 
Tippana by Nami-sadhu 
g 8 f 

IvavyAJamkara-kamadhenu. 

See under Kavy.daxpkara- 
siitra by Vamana 
Kavy;\lamkara-si§u-prabodha 
or &su-prabodh alamkara 

301. 3 H 

KavyAiaipkara-saipgi aha (or 
°sara or °sara-sanigraha) by 
by Udbhata 75 f 
°Laghu-vrtti 76 
KavyAlaipkara-sutra-vptti by 
•Vamana 8 if (the vrtti is en- 
titled Kavi-priya) 
°Kamadhenu 84 
Kavy&loka, also called 
Dhvanyaloka or Sahrdaya- 
ioka I07f 

°Candrika 105-6, 120 
°Locana H7f 
°Afijana 120, 
°Vyakya-kaumudl 

120 


Kavyaloka by Hariprasada 32 3 
Kavvtiloka, cited by Appayya 
323 

Kavy6padesa 325 
°Kirana. See under Alai u- 
kara-kaustubha and Ujjvala- 
nlla-mani 

0 Kirana-lesa. See under 
Ujjvala*nllatnani. 
Kuvalaviinanda 265!', 271 f 
°Karik;I (same work) 271 
" Khandana, also called 
Alaipkara-sthiti or 

Alaipkara-sara-sthiti 
184, 269 
0 Tippana 273 

Krsn 4 nandinl Con - Sahitva- 
kaumudl) 184 

Kohallya Abhinava-sastra 25 
fn 2 

Guru-marma-prakasika 281 
Giidhartha-prakasika. See 

Citra-mimamsa 
Candraloka 2i5f, 219-22, 267 
0 P r akasa Saradagam a 

223, 225 
0 Dipika 225 

°Sudha. See Rakagama 
°Candrika. See under Kavya- 
loka and Kavy&darsa 
Camatkara-candrika 243 fn 1 
Citra-mlmaipsa 267T 273 

0 Khandana 269, 277, 278 
0 GudhClrtha-prakasika 273 
’'Dosa-dhikkara 266, 269, 
301 
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Citniloka 273 

Chaya (on Rasa-mmuuu.sa ) 253 

I 

Javan tl. See under Kavya- j 
prakasa-dlpika I 

Jayaraml. See under Kavva- j 
prakasatilaka 

Jalpa-kalpa-lata 284!' i 

"Tlka. See under Alatnkara- 
kaustubha, Ujjvala-nlla- 
mani, Kavi-kalpalata, 

Kavyalainkara, Kavya-pra- 
kasa, Dasarupaka, Sarasvati- 
kanthabharana and Vidag- 
dhamukha-mandana 
"Tippana. See under Kuva- 
lay&nanda and Sahitya- 
darpana, Kavyalainkara of 
Rudrata 

! 

Tattva-par Iksa 178 j 

T attvaloka 1 1 7 ‘ 

Tattvokti-kosa 156 I 

Tarala 228 ' 

Tala-laksana 25 fn 2 j 

Tilaka. See under Jayaiatnl 
or Kfivyaprakasa-tilaka • 

Dattila-kohallya 25 fn 2 
0 Darpana. See under JTrdaya- 
darpana, Sahitya-darpana or 
Kavya-prakasa-datpana 
DaSrupaka or Dasariipa 130!) 
134 

°Avaloka 13 if, 135 


"Tlka 135 
°Paddhati 135 
0 Sahasaiiklya Tlka 1 3 5 
Dasar upaka-vi varana 325 
"Dldhiti-prakasika. See under 
Alamkara-kaustubha 
•Dipika. See under Kavya- 
prakasa and Candraloka 
Duskara-citra-prakasika 150 
Dosa-jitkara, a mistake for 
Citramlmanisa-dosa-dhikkara 
iq.v.) 266 fn 3 

0 Dosa-dhikkara. See under 
Citra-mlmamsu 

Dhvani-pradlpa 301 
Dhvani-siddhanta-grantlia 
i/ 3 . 293 

Dhvanvaloka. See Kavyaloka 

Nata-sutra 21, 27 
N afija-raja-yas( >-bh usana 2 < / j 
Nandi-bharata 2 fn 2. 24 
Nandibharatdkta SamgTta 
pustaka 2 fn 2, 24 
Narasiuiha-manlsa 1 82I' 
Nava-rasa-taranginl, same as 
Rasa-taranginI 253 
N ataka-cand rika 256, 260 
Nataka-darpana or Natya- 
darpana 308, 325 
Nataka dlpa 296, 348 
Nataka-paribhasa 244 
Nataka-prakasa 23 1 
Nataka-mlmamsa 196 
Nataka-ratna-kosa 325 
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NaLaka-laksana 302 
Natakavatara 3 £5 
Natya-darpana. See Nafcaka- 
darpana 

Natya-cuda-mani 322 
Nafcya-pradlpa 322 
N atya-locana 29 C 

°Vyakhyanjana 296 
Natya-sastra by BJiarata 21 , 
2 3 f> 341-2. Comms. on do. 
See 37f 

Natya-sastra by Vasanta-raja 

3lof | 

Nayika-darpana or °varnana ! 

308 | 

°Nidarsana. See under j 
Kavya-prakasa J 

Nutana-tarl 254 j 

°Nauka. See under Rasa- j 
taranginl and Sahitya-ratna- 
kara 

°Pada-vrtti. See under 
Kavya-prakasa 

°Paddhati. See under Dasa- 
ru paka j 

°Parimala. See under Rasa- j 
manjarl and Kavya-kalpa- 
lata 

°Prakasa. See under Candra- 
loka and Rasa-mafijarl 
Prataparudra-yaso-bhusana 
229f 

°Pradlpa. See under Kavya- 
prakasa 

°Prabha. See under Kavyu- 

47 


prakasa-pradlpa and Sahilva- 
darpana 
Prasnottara 295 
Prastava-cintamani 293 
Prastava-ratnakara 322 

Bala-cittanurafijan! 171 
Bala-bodhika 214 
Bindvalainkara 323 
Budha-raiijam 273 
Brhat-saniketa. See Kavva- 
prakasa-samketa by Ruvva- 
ka 

Brhat-uddyota. See Kavya- 
prakasa-uddyota 

Bharata-pranlta Kavyadhyaya 
36 fn 1 

Blyirata-vyakhyana by Matr- 
gupta (?) 32-3 
Bharata-sutra-vrtti 185 
Bharatarnava 2 fn 2 
Bhanu-bhava-prakasinI 252 
Bhamaha-vivarana. See under 
Kavy&lainkara by Bhamaha 
Bhamahalamkara. See Kavya- 
lamkara by Bhamaha 
Bhava-prakasa 148, 241 
°Vyakhya 242 

°Bhavartha. See under Kavya- 
prakasa 

0 Bhavartha-cintamani. See 
under Kavya-prakasa 

°Makaranda. See under Kavya- 
kalpa-lata 

0 Manjarl. See under Kavya- 
kalpa-lata 
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Matanga-bharata 24 fti 2 
Madhu-dhara 295 
Madhumatl 179 
Madu-rasa or Madhura-rasa 
186 

Mandara-maranda-canipu 289f 
“Marjana. See under KavyiV 
darsa and Saras vatT-kantha- 
hharana 

Muktavall. See under Kavya- 
darsa 

°Marma-prakasika. See Gtiru- 
marma-prakasika 
Mugdha-medha-kara 285 

V asov an t a-y aso-bh u sana 327 

Raghunatha bhupallva 289 
Ratna-darpana 149-5° 
Ratna-sana 231,232 
Ratna-sobhakara 327 
Ratnapana 230f, 232 
Rama 223f, 225 
Rasa-kali ka ^25 
Rasa-kaumudl (1) by Ghasi- 
rama 293 ( 2 ) by Srlkantha 
319 (3) anon. 325 
Rasa-gangadhara 275! 
Rasa-gandha 326 
Rasa-gandhara 326 
Rasa-candra 293 
Rasa-candrika 312 
Rasa-taranginI by Gopala- 
bhatta 101 

Rasa-taranginI by Bhanudatta 

245f. 2 53 

°Nauka, 253 


°Setu or °Setu-bandha 
253 - ’ 

Rasa-dlrghikil 311 
Rasa-11 irupana 231, 300 
Rasa-prakasa 186, 289. 290 
fvasa-pradlpa 176, 238 fn 3, 302 
Rasa-bindu 326 
Rasa-maiijan by Laksmldhara 
309 

Rasa-man jarl by Bhanudatta 
245 f, 25 if 
°Amoda 252 
°Parimala 25 1 , 

°Prakasa 25 1 
°Vikasa or vilasa 251-2 
0 Vy a h gy a r t h a- k a u m u c 1 1 
by Ananta 251 (2) 

by Visvesvara 313, 252 
(also called Samahja- 
snrtha) 

Vyahgv-'irth a-dl pi ka 252 
0 Sth u la-tatparvartha 2 5 3 
Rasa maharnava 29 r f 
Rasa-rnlmamsa 253, 291 
Rasa-ratna-kosa ( 1 ) anon. 32O 
(2) by Kumbha 288 
Rasa-ratna-dlpika or °pradlp i 
245 fn 5, 286 
Rasa-ratna-kara 318 
Rasa-ratnakara 326, 270 
Rasa-ratnavall 3 1 5 
Rasa- vilasa 305 
Rasa-viveka 326 
Rasa samuccava ( 1 ) bv 
Bhlmesvara 305 \ 2 ) anon. 
326 
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Rasa-sagara 326 
Rasa-simlhu 302, 326 
Ra s a- s u d h ak a r ; 1 3 2 0 
Rasa-setu 253 
Rasakara 326 
Rasamrta-sesa 256, 260 
Rasarnava nr Rasjt^nava- 
sudhakara 242!' 

Rasika-jlvana 291 
Rasika-prfikasa 296 
Rasika-priyu 286 
Rasika-ranjana 252 
Rasika-ranjanT (1) by Gopala- 
bhatta on Rasa-manjarl 252 
(2) by Garigadhara on 
Kuvalayananda 270, 271-2 
13) by Venldatta on Rasa- 
taranginl 253 (4) bv Visva- 
natha on Kavyadarsa 73 
Rasika-sanijlvanl 290 
Rasika-sarvasva 326 
Rasbdadhi ( 1 ) by Ganesa 254 
(2) by Mahadeva 254 (3^ by 
Mohanadasa 304 
Rahasya 326 

°Rahasya-dlpika. See under 
Kavva-prakasa 

°Rahasya-prakasa. See under 
Kavya-prakasa 

Ra k agam a or Can d r A 1 oka- 
sudha 224, 225 

Ramacandra-yaso-bhusana 286 
Rlti-vrtti-laksana 3 1 1 

Laksana-dlpika 292 
Lak^ana-malika 300 


Laksmi-vihara 318 
Laghu “LJddyota. See Kftvva- 
prakasa 

0 Laghu-vrtti. See under Kavya- 
1 a ink & ra-saiu g ra h a 
Laghvalamkara-candrikii 273 
f ala 187 

Loka-sainvyavahara 307 
°Locana. &ee under Kavya- 
loka and Sahitya-darpana 
Loca n a-anj ana . See 1 1 nder 

0 Anjana 

Locana-rocanI 255, 259 
0 Locana-vyakhya-kaumudT. 

See under Kavvfdoka 
0 Locana-vvakliy afi jana. See 
Natva-locana 

Vakrokti-jlvita 136! 
Vana-taranginl 101 
Yasanta-rajlva Natva-sastra. 
See Natva-siistra by Vasanta 
raja 

Vakya-ratna 288 
Vagbhatalamkara 204f, 207! 
°Avacfiri 209 
°Vivarana 209 
* °Samasanvava tippana 
200 

°Vikasa. See ilnder Rasa- 
mafijarl 

Vidagdha-miikha-mandana 

297-8 

°Tlka 298 

Vidvan-manorama 298 
°VimarsinT. See under A lain- 
kara-sarvasva 
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°Vivaraua. Sec under Kavya- 
lamkara of Bhfimaha, Kavya- 
kautuka, and Vagbhafca- 
lamkara 

°Vivrti. See under Kavya- j 
darsa and Sfdiitya-darpana 
°Viveka. See under Kavya- 
prakasa 

Visama-padl (i)anon. on Rasa- ' 
gangadhara 281 (2) by 

Sivaramaon Mammata 318 
Visama-pada-vyakhvana. See 
Satpadananda 
Vistarika 174, 178 
0 Vr 1 1 i , S ee * under A lamk a ra * 
sarvasva 
Vrtti-dlpika 288 


Vrtti-varttika 267f, 274 

0 V aimalya-vidhayinl. 

See 

under Kavyadarsa 
Vyakti-viveka 1 5 2f, 1 5 5 f 
°Vicara or °Vyakhyana 

156, 

196 

0 Vyangartha-kaumudl. 

See 

under Rasa-marijarl 

V yaugartha-dlpika. 

See 

under Rasa-mafijarl 


°Vyakhya. See under 

Kavya-prakasa and Bhava- 

prakrlsa 

Suhdcovyapara-paricaya 

160, 


i r,s # 

Saradugama Candraloka- 
pvakasa. See under 
dniloka 


POETICS 

Sarada-sarvarl 225 
Sirigabhupallya Alamk&ra, 
descriptive name for Ras?V 
rnava-sudhakara of Sihga- 
bhupala 

Singabhupala-klrti-sudha-sara- 
sitala, another name for 
Camatkara-candrika (q.v.) 
Sitikantha-vibodhana. See 
under Kavya-prakasa 
Sisu-prabodhalaipkara. See 
Kf'ivyalamkara-siau-prabodha 
(by Puiijaraja) 

S i su -p r abod h a 1 a 1 n k a r a by 

Visnudasa 314 

Srhgara-kaustubha 326 

Sr h g a r a-c and rod a y a 32b 

Srngara-tatint 294 
* 

Srngara-taranginl 326 
Srngara-tilaka 91 f, too-i 
Srtigara-dlpika 250, 254 
Srngara-pavana 326 
Srngara-prakasa 147-8, 151, 

^'231, 24r, 243, 
Srrigara-bheda-pradlpa 323 
Srngara-maiijarl 283^ 326 

f^rngara-mandana or Srngara- 
rasa-mandana 3 1 1 

f^rngara-lata 320 
Srngara-vidhi 326 
Srtigara-sara and f^rngara- 
saravall 315 
^rngara-sl rSdadhi 321 
Srrigara-hara 363 

Srngaramrta-laharl 320 
Sravana-bhusana 298 
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°Sloka-dlpika. See under 
Kavya-prakasa 

Satpadananda Vi§ama-pada- 
vyakhyana 270, 272, 281. 

“Sainketa. See under Kavya- 
prakasa 

4 

Sarnpradaya-prakasinl Brhatl 
Tlka 188, 201 * 

°Sauijivanl or °Sarvasa-s^ffr 
jlvanT or Alainkara-sanijl- 
vanl. See under Alamkara- 
sarvasva 

Samanjasa or Samaujasartha 
252. See 0 Vyangyartha- 
kaumudl 

Samasanvaya Tippana. See 
under Vagbhatalarnkara 
Sarasamoda 282 
Sarasvatl-kanthabharana i44f, 
T49 

°Marjana 150 
°Tlka 150 
Sahrdaya-hlfi 196 
Sahrdaya-tosinl 142 
SahrdayAloka. See Kavya- 
loka 

Sara-bodhinI (1) by Visva- 
natha on Alamkara-kaustu- 
bha 260 (2) by Srlvatsa- 
laxlchana on Mammata r 77 
Sara-samuccaya 181 
°Sahasanklya Tlka. See 
under DaSarupaka 


Sahitya-kalpa-valli 285 
Sahitya-kallolinI 304 
Sahitya-kautuhala 306 
Sahitya-kaumudl i84f 
Sahitya-cintamani 231, 269, 
314 

Sahitya-ciida-mani 186 
Sahitya-tarangint 288 
Sahitya-darpana 233b 231 
0 Tippana 239 
°Prabha 240 
"Vivrti 240 
°Locana 239 
Sahitya-dTpikii 175 
Sahitya-mTmanisa 195, 229 
Sfdiitya-ratnakara by Dharma 
Sudlil 298 
°Xauka 298 

Sahitya-ratnakara by Jajnes- 
vara 306 

Sahitya-sarvasva 85, 177 
Sahitya-samrajya 289 
Sahitya-sara (1) by Acyuta 
282-3 ( 2 ) by Manasimha 305 
Sahitya-sudha or Kavya-sudha 
254 

Sahitya-sudha-sindhu 3 1 1 
Sah;tya-suksma-saranl 319 
Sudha 273 

°Sudha. See RakAgama 
Sudha-sagara or Sudh6dadhi 
T83f, 305 

Subodhinl (1) by Trilocana 
298 (2) by Vertkatacala 
Suri 189 
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Sumano-manohara 186 taken name for Ramil (q.v. i 

°Setu or °Setu-bandha. See 223 fn 2 

Rasa- ta rail gin I j Hrdayangama 72, 73 

Harilocana-candrika, a mis- ! Hrdaya-darpana 39f, 343 

I 

i 

iV, a.— Th ere are numerous passing references to some of these works 
and authors : but the figures in the index indicate the places where they are 
dealt with or cited independently. 


ERRATA 


PACE 


LINK 


INCORRECT! < ORREC I 


<s 

2 (fn) 

tipamanavi 

upamanam 

14 

19 

npanaya 

upanaya 

15 

23 

Apastambha 

Apastamba 

16 

9 

Anguttara 

Anguttara 

18 

1 2 

some what 

somewhat 

19 

5 

Vasavattada 

Vasavadatta 

19 

15 (fn) 

pp. 

P- 

l 9 

21 (fn) 

Levi 

Levi 

20 

9 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

20 

2 (fn) 

ecole , extreme 

ecole, extreme 

22 

10 

respectivly 

respectively 

36 

13 

prevelant 

prevalent 

38 

12 

Ajitaplda 

Ajitaplda 

44 

22 

per 

par 

44 

18 

Text 

Texte 

44 

26 

Fruhgeschichte Friihgeschich 

44 

32 

numberles 

numberless 



ERRATA. 


3 /£> 


47 

17 

are 

IS 

48 

17 

repitition 

repetition 

5- 

8 

prevelant 

prevalent 

59 

21 

Xrptuhga 

Xrpaturiga 

70 

‘5 

acknowledge- «acknowledg- 



ment 

ment 

7' 

2 (fn) 

p. 44 

P* 447 

7 -J 

58 

Hastimall 

Hastimalla 

7 <> 

7 

commetat^r 

commentator 

77 

4 

213 

223 

90 

5 (fnr 

in 

is 

90 

1 0 (fn ) 

thes 

the 

95 

25 

respectively 

respectively 

94 

1 (fn) 

stpnzas 

stanzas 

94 

1 3 (fn) 

on ground 

on the ground 

95 

1 1 (fn) 

Ruyyka 

Ruyyaka 

‘<5 

14 (fn) 

Srng-ra 

Srngara 

9 r > 

15 

R udraUiiinka ra 

Rudrahxlatu- 




kara 

1 1 2 

22 

in middle 

in the middle 

1 v ‘ 

28 

H ala 

Mala 

144 

16 

in 

is 

•44 

6 (fn) 

Bilhanu’s au- 

BilhanaX auth- 



thor* 

or- 

148 

1 7 

encyclopeadic 

encyclopaedic 

155 

1 6 

clearrly 

clearly 

1 54 

10 

^arikuka’s 

Sarikuka 

' 54 

21 

the 

»l 

155 

30 

vyaktvivcka- 

vyaktivivi'ka ~ 

£ 5 8 

FO 

later the 

later than the 

1 62 

17 

indipendent 

independent 

168 

8 

karkias 

karikas 

176 

10 

the last 

than the last 

180 

10 (fn) 

- ken 

-kena 

182 

10 

who 

as 

’ 89 

12 

Ka ay pa rate am 

Ka vy a -p raka sa 
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3 7 « 


190 

2 (fn) 

Sah'dyallla 

Sahrdaya-Hlii 

190 

9 (fn) 

commetators 

commentators 

208 

24 & 29 

Granthamala 

Granthamala 



viii 

iii 

3 13 

7 (fn) 

math a- 

math tu 

213 

8 (fn) 

-parimalatas 

-parimalatas 

24 * 

24 

one the 

one of the 

252 

20 

for the whom 

for whom 

263 

17 

opinions 

opinion 

268 

■\ 

aiiarur 

anurur 

272 

82 

vyakhyana 

vyakhyaua 

275 

1 (fn) 

nav\m 

uavlnam 

275 

13 (fn) 

is different 

is a different 

275 

15 (fn) 

our 

to our 

N. B > 

—A few more misprints, especially re 

garding diacri- 


tical marks have unfortunately crept in ; but as they are 
obvious they have not been indicated here. The letter r 
throughout has not been distinct and sometimes have entirely 
broken down in printing. The letters s and in in the proper 
names in ch. xxix have been wrongly printed as s and m. 
The name Haricand has been printed inadvertantly as Mari- 
cand throughout. 




